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PREFACE 


Most of the following essays, which were written at 
various times during the last fifteen years, are con- 
cerned to combat, ' in one way or another, the 
growth of dogmatism, whether of the Right or of the 
Left, which has hitherto characterized our tragic 
century. This serious purpose inspires them even if, 
at times, they seem flippant, for those who are 
solemn and pontifical are not to be successfully 
fought by being even more solemn and even more 
pontifical. 

• A word as to the title. In the Preface to my 
Human Knowledge I said that I was writing not 
only for professional philosophers, and that “philo- 
sophy proper deals with matters of interest to the 
general educated public.” Reviewers took me to 
task, saying they found parts of the book difficult, 
and implying that my words were such as to mislead 
purchasers. I do not wish to expose myself again to 
this chaige; I will therefore confess that there are 
several sentences in the present volume which some 
unusually stupid children of ten might find a little 
puzzling. On this ground I do not claim that the 
essays are popular; and if not popular, then “un- 
popular.” 

BERTRAND RUSSELL 
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PHILOSOPHY AND POLITICS 


The British are distinguished among the nations of 
modem Europe, on the one hand by the excellence 
of their philosophers, and on the other hand by 
their contempt for philosophy. In both respects 
they show their wisdom. But contempt for philo> 
sophy, if developed to the point at which it becomes 
systematic, is itself a philosophy; it is the philosophy 
which, in America, is called “instrumentalism.” I 
shall suggest that philosophy, if it is bad philosophy, 
may be dangerous, and therefore deserves that 
degree of negative respect which we accord to 
lightning and tigers. What positive respect may be 
due to “good” philosophy I will leave for the 
moment an open question. 

The connection of philosophy with politics, 
which is the subject of my lecture, has been less 
evident in Britain than in Continental countries. 
Empiricism, broadly speaking, is connected with 
liberalism, but Hume was a Tory; what philo- 
sophers call “idealism” has, in general, a similar 
connection with conservatism, but T. H. Green was 
a Liberal. On the Continent distinctions have been 
more clear cut, and there has been a greater readi- 
ness to accept or reject a block of doctrines as a 
whole, without critical scrutiny of each separate 
part. 

In mosb civilized countries at most times, philo- 
sophy has been a matter in which the authorities 
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UNPOPULAR ESSAYS 

had an officizd opinion, and except where liberal 
denjocracy prevails this is still the case. The Catholic 
Church is connected to the philosophy of Aquinas, 
the Soviet Government to that of Marx. The Nazis 
upheld German idealism, though the degree of 
allegiance to be given to Kant, Fichte or Hegd 
respectively was not clearly laid down. Catholics, 
Communists, and Nazis all consider that their views 
on practical politics are boimd up with their views 
on theoretical philosophy. liemocratic liberalism, in 
its early successes, was connected with the empirical 
philosophy developed by Locke. I want to consider 
this relation of philosophies to political systems as 
it has in fact existed, and to inquire how far it is a 
valid logical relation, and how far, even if not 
logical, it has a kind of psychological inevitability. 
In so ^ as either kind of relation exists, a man’s 
philosophy heis practical importance, and a prevalent 
philosophy may have an intimate connection with 
the happiness or misery of large sections of man- 
kind. 

The word “philosophy” is one of which the 
meaning is by no means fixed. Like the word 
“religion,” it has one sense when used to describe 
certain features of historical cultures, and another 
when used to denote a study or an attitude of mind 
which is considered desirable in the present day. 
Philosophy, as pursued in the universities of the 
Western democratic world, is, at least in intention, 
part of the pursuit of knowledge, aiming at the 
same kind of detachment as is sought in science, 
and not reauired bv the authorities to arrive at 
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conclusions convenient to the Government . Many 
teachers ot' philosophy would repudiate, not only the 
intention to influence their pupils’ politics, but also 
the view that philosophy should inculcate virtue. 
This, they would say, has as little to do with the 
philosopher as with the physicist or the chemist. 
Knowl^ge, they would say, should be the role 
purpose of imiversity teaching; virtue should be left 
to parents, schoolmasters, and Churches. 

But this view of philosophy, with which I have 
much sympathy, is very modem, and even in the 
modem world exceptional. There is a quite different 
view, which has prevailed since antiquity, and to 
whidi philosophy has owed its social and political 
importance. • 

Philosophy, in this historically usual sense, has 
resulted ftom the attempt to produce a synthesis of 
science and religion, or, perhaps more exiurtly, to 
combine a doctrine as to the nature of the universe 
and man’s place in it witli a practical ethic incul- 
cating what was considered the best way of life. 
Philosophy was distinguislied ftom religion by the 
fact that, nominally at least, it did not appeal to 
authority or tradition; it was distinguished from 
science by the fact that an essential part of its pur- 
pose was to tell men how to live. Its cosmological 
and ethical theories were dosely interconnected: 
sometimes ethical motives influenced the philo- 
sopher’s views as to the nature of the universe, 
sometimes his views as to the universe led him to 
ethical conclusions. And with most philosophers 
ethical opinions involved political consequences: 
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some valued democracy, others oligarchy; some 
praised liberty, others discipline. Almost all types of 
philosophy were invente d by th e Gree ks^ and the 
controversies of our own ^ay were already vigorous 
among the pre-Socratics.- 

The fundamental problem of ethics and politics is 
that of finding some way of reconciling the needs of 
social life with the ui'gency of individual desires. 
This has been achieved, in so far as it has been 
achieved, by means of various devices. Where a 
government exists, the criminal law can be used to 
prevent anti-sodal action on the part of those who 
do not belong to the government, and law can be 
reinforced by religion wherever religion teaches that 
disobedience is impiety. Where there is a priesthood 
sufficiently influential to enforce its moral code on 
lay rulers, even the rulers become to some extent 
subject to law; of this there are abundant instances 
in the Old Testament and in medieval histor)’. 
Kings who genuinely believe in the Divine govern* 
ment of the world, and in a system of rewards and 
punishments in the next life, feel themselves not 
omnipotent, and not able to sin with impunity. 
This feeling is expressed by the King in Hamlet, 
when he contrasts the inflexibility of Divine justice 
with the subservience of earthly judges to the royal 
power. 

Philosophers, when they have tackled the problem 
of preserving social coherence, have soughf solutions 
less obviously dependent upon dogma than those 
oflered by officisil religions. Most philosophy has 
been a reaction against scepticism; it has arisen in 
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ages when authority no longer sufficed to produce 
the socially necessary minimum of belief, so that 
nominally rational aiguments had to be invented to 
secure the same result. This motive has led to a deep 
insincerity infecting' most philosophy, both ancient 
and modem. There has been a fear, often uncon- 
scious, that clear thinking would lead to anarchy, 
and this fear has led philosophers to hide in mists of 
fallacy and obscurity. 

There have, of course', been exceptions; the most 
notable are Protagoras in antiquity, and Hume in 
modem times. Both, as a result of scepticism, were 
politically conservative. Protagoras did not know 
whether the gods exist, but he held that in any case 
they ought to be worshipped. Philosophy, according ' 
to him, had nothing edifying to teach, and for the 
survival of morals we must rely upon the thoughtless- 
ness of the majority and their willingness to bdieve 
what they had been taught. Nothing, therefore, 
must be done to weaken the popular force of tradi- 
tion. 

The .same sort of thing, up to a point, may be 
said about Hume. After setting forth his sceptical 
conclusions, which, h" admits, are not such as men 
can live by, he passes on to a piece of practical 
advice which, if followed, would •prevent anybody 
from reading him. “Carelessness and inattention,” 
he says, “alone can afford us any remedy. For this 
reason 1 rely entirely upon them.” He does not, in 
this connection, set forth his reasons for being a 
Tory, but sit is obvious that “carelessness and in- 
attention,” while they may lead to acquiescence in 
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die stttUa quo, cannot, unaided, lead a man to 
advocate this or that scheme of reform. 

Hobbes, though less sceptical than Hume, was 
equahy persuaded that goveminent is not of ^vine 
origin, and was equally led, by die road of disbelief, 
to advocacy of extreme conservatism. 

Protagoras was “answered” by Plato, and Hume 
by Kant and Hegd. In each case the philosophical 
world heaved a sigh of relief, and refrained from 
examining too nicely the intellectual validity of the 
“answer,” which in each case had political as well 
as theoretical consequences — ^though in the case of 
the “answer” to Hume it was not the Liberal Kant 
but the reactionary Hegel who developed the 
political consequences. 

But thorough-going sceptics, such as Protagoras 
and Hume, have never been influential, and have 
served chiefly as bugbears to be used by teactionaries 
in fiightening people into irrational dogmatism. The 
really powerful adversaries against whom Plato and 
Hegel had tri contend were not sceptics, but empiri- 
cists, Democritus in the one case and Locke in the 
other. In each case empiricism was associated with 
democracy and with a more or less utilitarian ethic. 
In each case the new philosophy succeeded in pre- 
senting itself as nobler and more profound than the 
philosophy of pedestrian common sense which it 
superseded. In each case, in the name of all that was 
most sublime, the new philosophy madq itself the 
champion of injustice, cruelty, and opposition to 
progress. In tiie case of Hegel this has some to be 
more or less recognized; in the case of Plato it is 
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PHILOSOPHY AND POLITICS 

Still something of a paradox, though it has been 
brilliantly advocated in a recent book by Dr. K. R. 
Popper.' 

Plato, according to Diogenes Laertius, expressed 
the view that all the books of Democritus ought to 
be burnt. His wish was so far fulfilled that none of 
the writings of Democritus survive. Plato, in his 
Dialogues, never mentioned him; Aristotle gave 
some account of his doctrines; Epicurus vulgarized 
him; and finally Lucretius put the doctrines of 
Epicurus into verse. Lucretius just survived, by a 
happy accident. To reconstruct Democritus from the 
controversy of Aristotle and the poetry of Lucretius 
is not easy; it is almost as if we had to reconstruct 
Plato from Locke’s refutation of innate ideas and 
Vaughan’s “I saw eternity the other night.” Never- 
theless enough can be done to explain and condemn 
Plato's hatied. 

Democritus is chiefly famous as (along with 
Leucippus) the founder of atomism, which he 
advocated in spite of the objections of metaphysicians 
— objections which were repeated by their successors 
down to and including Descartes and Leibniz. His 
atomism, however, was only part of his general 
philosophy. He was a materialist, a determinist, a 
free thinker, a utilitarian who disliked all stroyg 
passions, a believer in evoluticu, both astronomical 
and biological. 

Like the men of similar opinions in the eighteenth 
century, Democritus was an ardent democrat 

> The Opm^Soeuty and tti Enmies. The sdiu. thesis is main- 
tained in my History qf Wtstem Philosopfy. 
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“Poverty in a democracy,” he says, “is as miich to 
be preferred to what is called prosperity under 
de^ts as freedom is to slavery.” He was a contem* 
porary of Socrates and Protagoras, smd a fellow- 
townsman of the latter; he flourished during the 
early years of the Peloponnesian war, but may have 
died before it ended. That war concentrate the 
struggle that was taldng place throughout the 
Hellenic world between democracy and oligarchy. 
Sparta stood for oligarchy ; «o did Plato’s family and 
friends, who were thus led to become Quislings. 
Their treachery is held to have contributed to the 
defeat of Athens. After that defeat, Plato set to work ’ 
to sing the praises of the victors by constructing a 
Utopia of which the main features were suggested 
by the constitution of Sparta. Such, however, was 
his artistic skill that Liberals never noticed his 
reactionary tendencies until his disciples tLenin and 
Hitler had supplied them with a practical exegesis. < 

That Plato’s Republic should have been admired, 
on its politica^ side, by decent people, is perha^ the 
most astonishing example of literary snobbery in all 
history. Let us consider a few points in this totali- 
tarian tract. The main purpose of education, to 
which everything else is subordinated, is to produce 
courage in battle. To this end, there is to be a rigid 
censorship of the stories told by mothers and nurses 
to young children; there is to be no reading of 
Homer, because that degraded versifier makes 
heroes lament and gods laugh; the draina is to be 

> In igito I compared the Soviet State to Plqfo’s Republic, 
to the equal indignation of Communists and Platonuts. 
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forbidden, because it contains villains and women; 
music is to be only of certain kinds, which^ in 
modem terms, would be “Rule Britannia” and 
“The British Grenadiers.” The government is to be 
in the hands of a small oligarchy, who are to practise 
trickery and lying — ^trickery in manipulating the 
drawing of lots for eugenic purposes, and elaborate 
lying to persuade the population that there are 
biological differences between the upper and lower 
classes. Finally, there is' to be a large-scale infanti- 
cide when children are bom otherwise than as a 
result of governmental swindling in the drawing of 
lots. 

Whether people arc happy in this community 
docs not matter, we are told, for excellence resides 
in the whole, not in the parts. Plato’s city is a copy 
of the eternal city laid up in heaven; perhaps in 
heaven we shall enjoy the kind of existence it offers 
us, but if we do not enjoy it here on earth, so much 
the worse Ibr us. 

This system derives its persuasive force from the 
marriage of aristocratic prejudice and “divine 
philosophy”; without the latter, its repulsiveness 
would be obvious. Th ■ fine talk about the good and 
the unchanging makes it possible to lull the reader 
into acquiescence in the doctriiie that the wise 
should mle, and that their purpose should be to 
preserve the status quo, as the ideal state in heaven 
does. To every man of strong political convictions — 
and the Greeks had amazingly vehement political 
passions — it is obvious that “the good” are those of 
his own party, and that, if they could establish the 
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constitution they desire, no further change would be 
necessary. So Plato thought, but by concealing his 
thought in a metaphysical mist he gave it an im« 
personal and disinterested appearance which de- 
ceived the world for ages. 

The ideal of static perfection, which Plato derived 
from Parmenides and embodied in his theory of 
ideas, is one which is now generally recognized as 
inapplicable to human affairs. Man is a resdess 
animal, not content, like the boa constrictor, to have 
a good meal once a month and sleq) the rest of the 
time. Man needs, for his happiness, not only the 
enjoyment of this or that, but hope and enterprise 
and change. As Hobbes says, “felicity consisted! in 
prospering, not in having prospered.” Among 
modem philosophers, the ideal of unending and 
unchanging bliss has been replaced by that of evolu- 
tion, in which there is supposed to be»an orderly 
progress towards a goal which is never quite attained 
or at any rate has not been attained at the time of 
writing. Thh,change of outlook is part of the substi- 
tution of dynamics for statics which began with 
Galileo, and which has increasingly affected all 
modem thinking,- whether scientific or political. 

Ichange is one thing, progress is another.^“C ha njj^ ’* 
is, scientific, “progress” is ethical; change is Indubi- 
table, whereas progress is a matter of controversy. 
Let us first consider change, as it appears in science. 

Until the time of Galileo, astronomers, following 
Aristode, believed that everything in die heavens, 
from the moon upwards, Ls unchanging and incor- 
ruptible. Since Laplace, no reputable astronomer 

i8 



PHILOSOPHY AND POLITICS 

has held this view. Nebulae, stars, and planets, we 
now believe, have all developed gradually. Some 
stars, for instance, the companion of Sirius, are 
“dead”; they have at some time undei^ne a 
cataclysm wMch h^ enormously diminished the 
amount of light and heat radiating from them. Our 
own plsmet, in which philosophers are apt to take a 
parochial and excessive interest, was once too hot 
to support life, and will in time be too cold. After 
ages during which the 'earth produced harmless 
tiilobites and butterflies, evolution progressed to the 
. point at which it generated Neros, Jenghis Khans, 
and Hitlers. This, however, is a passing nightmare; 
in time the earth will become again incapable of 
supporting life, and peace will return. 

But this purposeless see-saw, which is all that 
science has to offer, has not satisfied the philo- 
sophers. 'Ihey have professed to discover a formula 
of progress, showing that the world was becoming 
gradually more and more to their liking. The 
recipe for a philosophy of this type is simple. The 
philosopher first decides which arc the features of 
the existing world that give him pleasure, and which 
are the features that gi e liim paid, lie then, by a 
careful selection among facts, persuades himsdf ^t 
the universe is subject to a general law leading to an 
increase of what he finds pleasant and a decrease of 
what he finds unpleasant. Next, having formulated 
his law of progress, he turns on the public and says: 
“It is fated that the world must develop as I say; 
therefore those who wish to be on the winning side, 
and do not care to wage a fhiitless war against the 
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inevitable, will join my party.” Those who oppose 
him are condemned as unp^osophic, unscientific, 
and out of date, while those who agree with him 
feel assured of victory, since the universe is on their 
side. At the same time the winning side, for reasons 
which remain somewhat obscure, is represented as 
the side of virtue. 

The man who first fully developed this point of 
view was Hegd. Hegel’s philosophy is so odd that 
one would not have expected him to be able to get 
sane men to accept it, but he did. He set it out 
with so much obscurity that people thought it must 
be profound. It can quite easily be apounded 
lucidly in words of one syllable, but then its absurdity 
becomes obvious. What follows is not a caricature, 
though of coimie Hegelians will maintain that it is. 

Hegel’s philosophy, in outline, is as follows. Real 
reality is timeless, as in Parmenides and^Plato, but 
there is also an apparent reality, consisting of the 
every-day world in spare and time. The character of 
real reality can be determined by logic alone, since 
there is only one sort of possible reality that is not 
self-contradictory. This is called the “Absolute 
Idea.” Of this he gives the following definition: 
V The A b^lute Idea. The idea, as unity of the subjec- 
tive and objective Idea, is the notion of the Idea — 
a notion whose object is the Idea as such, and for 
which the objective is Idea — an Object which em- 
braces all characteristics in its unity.” I hate to 
spoil the luminous clarity of this sentence by any 
commentary, but in fact the same thing would be 
expressed by saying “Hie Absolutt; .Id^ is pure 
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thought thinking about pive thought.” Hegel has 
already proved to his satisfaction that all Reality is 
thought, from which it follows that thought cannot 
think about anything but thought, since there is 
nothing else to think about. Some people might find 
this a little dull; they might say: “1 like thinking 
about Cape Horn and the South Pole and Mount 
Everest and the great nebula in Andromeda; I 
enjoy contemplating the ages when the earth was 
cooling while the sea boiled and volcanoes rose and 
fell between night and morning. I find your precept, 
that I should fill my mind with the lucubrations of 
word-spinning professors, intolerably stuffy, and 
really, if that is your ‘happy ending,’ I don't think it 
was worth while to wade through all the verbiage 
that led up to it.” And with these words they would 
say goodbye to philosophy and live happy ever after. 

But if we agreed with these people we should be 
doing Hegel an injustice, whi ch God forbid . For 
Hegel would point out that, while the Absolute, like 
Aristotle’s God, never thinks about anything but 
itself, because it knows that all else is illusion, yet 
we, who are forced to live in tlie world of pheno- 
mena, as slaves of the temporal process, seeing only 
the parts, and only dimly apprehending the whole in 
moments of mystic insight, we, illusory products mf 
illusion, are compelled to think as though Cape Horn 
were self-subsistent and not merely an idea in the 
Divine Mind. When we think we think about Cape 
Hom, |what happens in Reality is that the Absolute i s 
aware of a Cape - Horny though t. I< really does 
have such a thought, or rather such an aspect of 
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the one thought that it timelessly thinks and is, and 
this is the only reality that belongs to Cape Horn. 
But since wc cannot reach such heights, we are doing 
our best in thinking of it in the ordinary geographical 
way. 

But what, some one may say, has all this to do 
with politics? At first sight, perhaps, not very much. 
To Hegel, however, the connection is obvious. It 
follows from his metaphysic that true liberty consists 
in obedience to an arbitrary authority, that free 
speech is an evil, that absolute monarchy is good, 
that the Prussian State was the best existing at the 
time when he wrote, that war is good, and that an 
international organization for the peaceful settle- 
ment of disputes would be a misfortune. 

It is just possible that some among my readers 
may not see at once how these consequences follow, 
so I hope 1 may be pardoned for saying h few words 
about the intermediate steps. 

Although time is unreal, the series of appearances 
which constitutes history has a curious relation to 
Reality. Hegel discovered the nature of Reality by 
a purely logical process called the “dialectic,” 
which consists of discovering contradictions in 
abstract ideas and correcting them by making them 
less abstract. Each of these abstract ideas is con- 
ceived as a stage in the development of “I'he Idea,” 
the last stage being the “Absolute Idea.” 

Oddly enough, for some reason which Hegd never 
divulged, the temporal process of history repeats the 
logical development of the dialectic. It might be 
thought, since the metaphysic professes to apply to 
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all Reality, that the temporal process which parallels 
it would be cosmic, but not a bit of it: it is purely 
terrestrial, confined to recorded history, and (in- 
credible as this may seem) to the history that Hegel 
happened to know. Different nations, at different 
times, have embodied the stages of the Idea that the 
dialectic had reached at those times. Of China, 
H^l knew only that it was, therefore China illus- 
trated the category of mere Being. Of India he knew 
only that Buddhists believed in Nirvana, therefore 
India illustrated the category of Nothing. The 
Greeks and Romans got rather further along the fist 
of categories, but all the late stages have been left to 
the Germans, who, since the time of the fall of 
Rome, have been the sole standard-bearers of the 
Idea, and had already in 1830 very nearly realized 
the Absolute Idea. 

To any one who still cherishes the hope that man 
is a more or less rational animal, the success of this 
farrago of nonsense must be astonishing. In his own 
day, his system was accepted by almost all academi- 
cally educated young Armans, which is perhaps 
explicable by the fact that it flattered German s^- 
esteem. What is more surprising is'its success outside 
Germany. When I was young, most teachers of 
philosophy in British and American universities 
were Hegelians, so that, until I read Hegel, I sup- 
posed there must be some truth in his system; I was 
cured, ho\yevcr, by discovering that everything he 
said on the philosophy of mathematics was plain 
nonsense. 

Most curious of all was his r-fTect on Marx, who 
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took over some of his most fandful tenets, more 
particularly the belief that history develops accord- 
ing to a logical plan, and is concerned, like the 
purely abstract dialectic, to find ways of avoiding 
self-contradiction. Over a large part of the earth’s 
surface you will be liquidated if you question this 
dogma, and eminent Western men of science, who 
sympathize politically with Russia, show their 
sympathy by using the word “contradiction” in 
ways that no self-respecting logician can approve. 

In tracing a connection between the politics and 
the metaphysics of a man like Hegel, we must 
content ourselves with certain very general features 
of his practical programme. That Hegel glorified 
Prussia was something of an accident; in his earlier 
years he ardently admired Napoleon, and only 
became a German patriot when he became an 
'employee of the Prussian State. Even ift the latest 
form of his Philosophy of History, he still mentions 
Alexander, Caesar, and Napoleon as men great 
enough to have a right to consider themselves 
exempt from the obligations of the moral law. What 
his philosophy constrained him to admire was not 
Germany as agdinst France, but order, .system, 
regulation, and intensity of governmental control. 
His deification o£ the State would have been just as 
shocking if the State concerned had been Napoleon’s 
despotism. In his own opinion, he knew what the 
world needed, though most men did not; a strong 
government might compel men to act for the best, 
which democracy could never do. Heraclitus, to 
whom Hegel was deeply indebted, .says: “Every 
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beast is driven to the pasture with blows.” Let us, in 
any case, make sure of the blows; whether they 
lead to a pasture is a matter of minor importance — 
except, of course, to the “beasts.” 

It is obvious that an autocratic system, such as 
that advocated by Hegel or by Marx’s present-day 
disciples, is only theoretically justifiable on a basis of 
unquestioned dogma. If you know for certain what 
is the purpose of the universe in relation to human 
life, what is going to happen, and what is good for 
people even if they do not think so; if you can say, 
as Hegel does, that his theory of history is “a result 
which happens to be known to nu, because I have 
traversed the entire field” — then you will feel that 
no degree of coercion is too great, provided it leads • 
to the goal. 

The only philosophy that affords a theoretical 
justification of democracy, and that accords with 
democracy in its temper of mind, is empiricism. 
Locke, who may be regarded, so far as the modem 
world is concerned, as the founder of empiricism, 
makes it clear how closely this is connected with his 
views on liberty and toleration, and with his opposi- 
tion to absolute mon .rchy. He 'is never tired of 
emphasizing the unceitainty of most of our know- 
ledge, not with a sceptical intei-tioii such as Hump’s, 
but with the intention of mak<ng men aware that 
they nu^ be mistaken, and that they should take 
account of this possibility in all their dealings with 
men of opinions different from their own. He had 
seen the evils wrought, both by the “enthusiasm” of 
the sectaries, and by the dogma of the divine right 
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of kings; to both he opposed a piecemeal and patch- 
work political doctrine, to be tested at each point 
by its success in practice. 

What may be called, in a broad sense, the Liberal 
theory of politics is a recurrent product of com- 
merce. The first known example of it was in the 
Ionian cities of Asia Minor, which lived by trading 
with Egypt and Lydia. When Athens, in the time of 
Pericles, became conmiercial, the Athenians became 
Liberal. After a long eclipse. Liberal ideas revived 
in the Lombard cities of the middle ages, and pre- 
vailed in Italy until they were extinguished by the 
Spaniards in the sixteenth century. But the Spaniards 
failed to reconquer Holland or to subdue England, 
and it was these countries that were the champions 
of Liberalism and the leaders in commerce in the 
seventeenth century. In our day the leadership has 
passed to the United States. 

The reasons for the connection of commerce with 
Liberalism are obvious. Trade brings men into con- 
tact with trihal customs different from their own, 
and in so doing destroys the dogmatism of the 
untravelled. The relation of buyer and seller is one 
of negotiation between two parties who are both 
free; it is most profitable when the buyer or seller is 
able to understand the p>oint of view of the other 
party. There is, of course, imperialistic commerce, 
where men are forced to buy at the point of the 
sword ; but this is not the kind that generates Liberal 
philosophies, which have flomrished best in trading 
cities that have wealth without muoh military 
strength. In the present day, the nearest analogue 
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to the commercial cities of antiquity and the middle 
ages is to be found in small countries such as Switzer- 
land, Holland, and Scandinavia. 

The Liberal creed, in practice, is one of live-and- 
let-live, of toleration and freedom so far as public 
order permits, of moderation and absence of fanati- 
cism in political programmes. Even democracy, 
when it becomes hinatical, as it did among Rousseau’s 
disciples in the French Revolution, ceases to be 
Liberal; indeed, a fanatical belief in democracy 
makes democratic institutions impossible, as appeared 
in England under Cromwell and in France under 
Robespierre. The genuine Liberal does not say 
“this is true,” he says “1 am inclined to think that 
under present circumstances this opinion is probably * 
the best.” And it is only in this limited and undog- 
matic sense that he will advocate democracy. 

What has theoretical philosophy to say that is 
relevant to the validity or otherwise of the Liberal 
outlook? 

The essence of the Liberal outlook lies not in 
what opinions are held, but in how they are held: 
instead of being held dogmatically, they are held 
tentatively, and with a consciousness that new 
evidence may at any moment lead to their abandon- 
ment. This is the way in which opinions are held*in 
science, as opposed to the way in which they are 
held in theology, llie decisions of the Coimcil of 
Nicaea are still authoritative, but in science fourth- 
century opinions no longer carry any weight In the 
U.S.S.R. the dicta of Marx on dialectical material- 
ism are so unquestioned that tL^y help to determine 
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the views of geneticists on how to obtain the best 
brc^ of wheat,’ though elsewhere it is thought that 
experiment is the right way to study such problems. 
Science is empirical, tentative, and undogmatic; 
all immutable dogma is unscientific. The scientific 
outlook, accordingly, is the intellectual counterpart 
of what is, in the practical sphere, the oudook of 
Liberalism. 

Locke, who first developed in detail the empiricist 
theory of knowledge, preached also religious tolera- 
tion, representative institutions, and the limitation 
of governmental power by the system of checks and 
balances. Few of his doctrines were new, but he 
developed them in a weighty manner at just the 
moment when the English government was prepared 
to accept them. Like the other men of 1688, he was 
only reluctantly a rebel, and he disliked anarchy as 
much as he disliked despotism. Both in intellectual 
and in practical matters he stood for oi;^cr without 
authority; this might be taken as the motto both of 
science and of Liberalism. It depends, clearly, upon 
consent or assent. In the intellectual world it in- 
volves standards of evidence which, after adequate 
discussion, will lead to a measure of agreement 
among experts. In the practical world it involves 
submission to the^majorit)' after all parties have had 
an opportunity to state their case. 

In both respects his moment was a fortunate one. 
The great controversy between the Ptolemaic and 
Copcmican systems had been decided, and scientific 
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questions could no longer be settied by an appeal to 
Aristotle. Newton’s triumphs seemed to justify 
boundless scientific optimism. 

In the practical world, a century and a half of 
wars of religion had' produced hardly any chai^ in 
the balance of power as between Protestants and 
Catholics. Enlightened men had begun to view theo- 
logical controversies as an absurdity, caricatured in 
Swift’s war between the Big-endians and the Little- 
endians. The extreme Protestant sects, by relying 
upon the inner light, had made what professed to be 
Revelation into an anarchic force. Delightful enter- 
prises, scientific and commercial, invited energetic 
men to turn aside from barren disputation. Fortu- 
nately they accepted the invitation, and two cen- 
turies of unexampled progress resulted. 

We are now again in an epoch of wars of religion, 
but a religion is now called an “ideology.” At the 
moment, the Liberal philosophy is felt by many to 
be too tame and middle-aged: die idealistic young 
look for something with more bite in it, something 
which has a definite answer to all their questions, 
which calls for missionary iictivity and gives hope of 
a millennium brought about by conquest. In short, 
we have been plunging into a renewed age of faith. 
Unfortunately the atomic bomb ^ a swifter exter- 
minator tlian the stake, and cannot safely be allowed 
so long a run. We must hope that a more rational 
outlook cmi be made to prevail, for only through a 
revival of Liberal tentativeness and tolerance can 
our world survive. 

The empiricist’s theory of knowledge — ^to which, 
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with some reservations, I adhere — ^is half way be> 
tween dogma and scepticism. Almost all Imow- 
led^, it holds, is in some degree doubtful, though 
the doubt, if any, is n^ligible as rega^s pure 
mathematics and facts of preset sense-perception. 
The doubtfulness of what passes for knowledge is a 
matter of degree; having recently read a book on 
the Anglo-Saxon invasion of Britain, I am now 
convinced of the existence of Hengist, but very 
doubtful about Horsa. Einstein’s general theory of 
relativity is probably broadly speaking true, but 
when it comes to calculating the circumference of 
the universe we may be pardoned for expecting 
later investigations to give a somewhat different 
result. The modem theory of the atom has pris- 
matic truth, since it enables us to construct atomic 
bombs: its consequences are what instrumentalists 
facetiously call “satisfactory.” But it is not improb- 
able that some quite different theory may in time 
be found to give a better explanation of the observed 
facts. Scientific theories are accepted as useful 
hypotheses to suggest further research, and as 
having some element of truth in virtue of which 
they arc able to colligate existing observations; but 
no sensible person regards them as immutably 
porfect. 

In the sphere of practical politics, this intellectual 
attitude has important consequences. In the first 
place, it is not worth while to inflict a comparatively 
certain present evil for the sake of a comparatively 
doubtful future good. If the theology* of former 
times was entirely correct, it was worth while 
30 



PHILOSOPHY AND POLITICS 

burning a number of people at the stake in order 
that the survivors might go to heaven, but if it was 
doubtful whether heretics would go to hell, the 
argument for persecution was not valid. If it is 
certain that Man’s eschatology is true, and that as 
soon as private capitalism has been abolished we 
shall all be happy ever after, then it is right to 
pursue this end by means of dictatorships, concen- 
tration camps, and world wars; but if the end is 
doubtftd or the means not sure to achieve it, present 
misery becomes an irresistible argument against such 
drastic methods. If it were certain that without 
Jews the world would be a paradise, there could be 
no valid objecdon to Auschwitz; but if it is much 
more probable that the world resulting from such 
method would be a hell, we can allow firee play to 
our natural humanitarian revulsion against crudty. 

Since, broadly speaking, the distant consequences 
of actions are more imcertain than the immediate 
consequences, it is seldom justifiable to embark on 
any policy on the ground that, though harmful in 
the present, it will be beneficial in the long run. 
This principle, like all others held by empiricists, 
must not be held abs'''utely; therti are cases where 
the future consequences of one policy are fairly 
certain and very unpleasant, while ^e present conse- 
quences of tlie other, tliough not agreeable, are 
easily endurable. This applies, for instance, to 
saving food for the winter, investing capital in 
machinery, and so on. But even in such cases uncer- 
tainty should not be lost sight of. During a boom 
there is much investment that turns out to have 
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been unprofitable, and modem economists recognize 
that the habit of investing rather than consuming 
may easily be "carried too far. 

It is commonly urged that, in a war between 
Liberals and fanatics, the fanatics are sure to win, 
owing to their more unshakable belief in the right- 
eousness of their cause. This belief dies hard, although 
all history, including that of the last few years, is 
against it. Fanatics have failed, over and over again, 
because they have attemipted the impossible, or 
because, even when what they aimed at was pos- 
sible, they were too unscientific to adopt the right 
means; they have failed also because they roused 
the hostility of those whom they wished to coerce. 
In every important war since 1700 the more demo- 
cratic side has been victorious. This is partly because 
democracy and empiricism (which are intimately 
interconnected) do not demand a distortlbn of facts 
in the interests of theory. Russia and Canada, which 
have somewhat similar climatic conditions, are both 
interested in^obtaining better breeds of wheat; in 
Canada this aim is pursued experimentally, in 
Russia by interpreting the Marxist Scriptures. 

Systems of dogma without empirical foundation, 
such as those of scholastic theology, Marxism, and 
fascism, have the advanteige of producing a great 
degree of social coherence among their disciples. 
But they have the disadvantage of involving perse- 
cution of valuable sections of the population. Spain 
was ruined by the expulsion of the Jews and Moors; 
France suffered by the emigration of Huguenots 
after the Revocation of die Edict of Nantes; Ger* 

39 



PHILOSOPHY AND POLITICS 

many would probably have been first in the field 
with the atomic bomb but lor Hitler’s hatred of 
Jews. And, to repeat, dogmatic systems have the 
two further disadvantages of involving false beliefi 
on practically important matters of fact, and of 
rousing violent hostility in those who do not share 
the fanaticism in question. For these various reasons, 
it is not to be expected that, in the long run, nations 
addicted to a dogmatic philosophy will have the 
advantage over thase of'a more empirical temper. 
Nor is it true that dogma is necessary for social 
coherence when social coherence is called for; no 
nation could hav*' shown more of it than the British 
showed in 1940. 

Empiricism, finally, is to be commended not only 
on the ground of its greater truth, but also on 
ethical grounds. Dogma demands authority, rather 
than intelligent thought, as the source of opinion; it 
requires persecution of heretics and hostility to 
unbelievers ; it asks of its disciples that they should 
inhibit natural kindliness in favour of systematic 
hatred. Since argument is not recognized as a means 
of arriving at truth, adherents of rival dogmas have 
no method except wa" by means of which to reach 
a decision. And war, in our scientific age, means, 
sooner or later, um’vcrsal death 

I conclude that, in our dav as in the time of 
Locke, empiricist liberalism (which is not incom- 
patible wiA democratic socialism) is the only philo- 
sophy that can be adopted by a man who, on the 
one hand, dsmands some scientific evidence for his 
beliefs, and, on the other hand, desires human 
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happiness more than the prevalence of this or that 
party or creed. Our confused and difficult world 
needs various things if it is to escape disaster, and 
among these one of the most necessary is that, in 
the nations which still uphold Liberal beliefs, these 
beliefi should be whole-hearted and profound, not 
apologetic towards dogmatisms of the right and of 
the left, but deeply persuaded of the value of liberty, 
scientific freedom, and mutual forbearance. For 
without these beliefs life on our politically divided 
but technically unified planet will hardly continue 
to be possible. 
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Mankind, ever since there have been civilized com- 
munities, have been confronted with problems of 
two different kinds. On the one hand there has been 
the problem of mastering natural forces, of acquiring 
the knowledge and the skill required to produce tools 
and weapons and to encourage Nature in the pro- 
duction of useful animals and plants. This problem, 
in the modem world, is dealt with by science and 
scientific technique, and cxpciience has shown that 
in order to deal with it adequately it is necessary to 
train a large number of rather narrow specialists. 

But there is a second problem, less precise, and by 
some mistakenly regarded as unimportant — mean 
the problem of how best to utilize our command over 
the forces of nature. This includes such burning issues 
as democracy versus dictatorship, capitalism versus 
socialism, international government versus inter- 
national anarchy, free speculation versus authori- 
tarian dogma. On such issues the laboratory can 
give no decisive guida;jce. The kind of knowledge 
that gives most help in solving such problems is a 
wide survey of human life, in the past as well as in 
the present, and an appreciation of the soiuxcs of 
misery or contentment as they appear in history. It 
will be found that increase of skill has not, of itself, 
insured any increase of human happiness or well- 
being. Whefl men first learnt to cultivate the soil, 
they used their knowledge to -vablish a cruel cult 
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of human sacrifice. The men who first tamed the 
horse employed him to pillage and enslave peaceable 
populations. When, in the infancy of the industrial 
revolution, men discovered how to make cotton 
goods by machinery, the results were horrible: 
Jefferson’s movement for the emancipation of slaves 
in America, which had l>een on the point of success, 
was killed dead; child labour in England was de- 
veloped to a point of appalling cruelty; and ruthless 
imperialism in Africa was stimulated in the hope 
that black men could be induced to clothe them- 
selves in cotton goods. In our own day a combination 
of scientific genius and technical skill has produced 
the atomic bomb, but having produced it we are all 
terrified, and do not know what to do with it. These 
instances, from widely different periods of history, 
show that something more than skill is required, 
something which may perhaps be railed “wisdom.” 
This is something that must be leomt, if it can be 
learnt, by means of other studies than those required 
for scientific technique. And it is something more 
needed now than ever before, because the rapid 
growth of technique has made ancient habits of 
thought and action more inadequate than in any 
earlier time. 

“Philosophy” means “love of wisdom,” and philo- 
sophy in this sense is what men must acquire if the 
new powers invented by technicians, and handed 
over by them to be wielded by ordinary men and 
women, are not to plunge mankind into an appalling 
cataclysm. But the philosophy that should be a part 
of general education is not the same thing as the 
36 
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philosophy of specialists. Not only in philosophy, but 
in all branches of academic study, there is a distinc- 
tion between what has cultural value and what is 
only of professional interest. Historians may debate 
what happened to Sennacherib’s unsuccessful expedi- 
tion of 6g8 B.C., but those who are not liistorians 
need not ^ow the difference between it and his suc- 
cessful expedition three years earlier. Professional 
Grecians may usefully discuss a disputed reading in 
a play of Aeschylus, but stich matters are not for the 
man who wishes, in spite of a busy life, to acquire 
some knowledge of what the Greeks achieved. Simi- 
larly the men who devote their lives lo philosophy 
must consider questions that the general educated 
public does right to ignore, such as the differences 
between the theory of univcrs.'ils in Aquinas and in 
Duns Scotus, or the characteristics that a language 
must have if it is to be able, without falling into 
nonsense, to say things about itself. Such questions 
belong to the technical aspects of philosophy, and 
their discussion cannot form part of its contribution 
to general culture. 

Academic education should aim at giving, as a 
corrective of the spe Valuation which increase of 
knowledge has made unavoidable, as much as time 
will permit of what has cultural valye in such studigs 
as history, literature, and philosophy. It should be 
made easy for a young man who knows no Greek to 
acquire through translations some understanding, 
however inadequate, of wliat the Greeks accom- 
plished. Instead of .studying the Anglo-Saxon kings 
over and over again at school, some attempt should 
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be made to give a conspectus of world history, bring- 
ing the problems of our own day into relation with 
those of Egyptian priests, Babylonian kings, and 
Athenian reformers, as well as with all the hopes and 
despairs of the intervening centuries. But it is only 
of philosophy, treated from a similar point of view, 
that I wish to write. 

Philosophy has had firom its earliest days two 
different objects which were believed to be closely 
interrelated. On the one hand, it aimed at a theo- 
retical understanding of the structure of the world ; 
on the other hand, it tried to discover and inculcate 
the best possible way of life. From Heraclitus to 
Hegel, or even to Marx, it consistently kept both 
ends in view; it was neither purely theoretical nor 
purely practical, but sought a theory of the universe 
upon which to base a practical ethic. 

Philosophy has thus been closely related to science 
on the one hand, and to religion on the other. Let 
us consider first the relation to science. Until the 
eighteenth century science was included in what was 
commonly called “philosophy,*' but since that time 
the word “philosophy” has been confined, on its 
theoretical side, to what is most speculative and 
general in the topics with which science deals. It is 
oAen said that philosophy is unprogr&ssive, but this 
is largely a verbal matter : as soon as a way is found 
of arriving at definite knowledge on some ancient 
question, the new knowledge is counted as belonging 
to “science,” and “philosophy” is deprived of the 
credit. In Greek times, and down tOithe time of 
Newton, planetary theory belonged to “philosophy,” 
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because it was uncertain and speculative, but Newton 
took the subject out of the realm of the fiee pla^ of 
hypothesis, and made it one requiring a different type 
of skill from that which it had required when it was 
still open to fundamental doubts. Anaximander, in 
the sixth century B.c., had a theory of evolution, and 
maintained that men arc descended firom fishes. 
This was philosophy because it was a speculation 
unsupported by detailed evidence, but Darwin’s 
theory of evolution was science, because it was based 
on tine succession of forms of life as found in fossils, 
and upon the distribution of animals and plants in 
many parts of the world. A man might say, with 
enough truth to justify a joke: “Science is what we 
know, and philosophy is what we don’t know.” But 
it should be added that philosophical speculation as 
to what we do not yet know has shown itself a 
valuable preliminary to exact scientific knowledge. 
The guesses of the Pythagoreans in astronomy, of 
Anaximander and Empedocles in biological evolu- 
tion, and of Democritus as to the atomic constitution 
of matter, provided the men of science in later times 
with hypotheses which, but for the philosophers, 
might never have entocd their heads. We may say 
that, on its theoretical side, philosophy consists, at 
least in part, in the framing c f large general hyp«- 
theses which science is nut yet in a position to te-ft; 
but when it becomes possible to test the hypotheses 
they become, if verified, a part of science, and cease 
to count as “philosophy.” 

The utility of philosophy, on the tlieorctical side, 
is not confined to speculation*' which we may hope 
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to see confirmed or confuted by science within a 
measurable time. Some men are so impressed by 
whRt science knows that they forget what it does not 
know ; others arc so much more interested in what it 
does not know than in what it does that they belittle 
its achievements. Those who think that science is 
everything become complacent and cocksure, and 
decry all interest in problems not having the circum- 
scribed definiteness that is necessary for scientific 
treatment. In practical mhtters they tend to think 
that skill can take the place of w4sdom, and that to 
kill each other by means of the latest technique is 
more “progressive,” and therefore better, than to 
keep each other alive by old-fashioned methods. On 
the other hand, those who pooh-pooh science revert, 
as a rule, to some ancient and pernicious superstition, 
and refuse to admit the immense increase of human 
happiness which scientific technique, iPwisely used, 
would make possible. Both these attitudes are to be 
deplored, and it is philosophy that shows the right 
attitude, by making clear at once the scope and the 
limitations of scientific knowledge. 

Leaving aside, for the moment, all questions that 
have to do with ethics or with values, there are a 
number of purely theoretical questions, of perennial 
and passionate interest, which science is unable to 
answer, at any rate at present. Do we survive death 
in any sense, and if so, do we survive for a time or for 
ever? Can mind dominate matter, or does matter 
completely dominate mind, or has each, perhaps, a 
certain limited independence? Has the universe a 
purpose? Or is it driven by blind necessity? Or is it 
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a mere chaos and jumble, in which the natural laws 
that we think we find are only a phantasy generated 
by our own love of order? If there is a cosmic scheme, 
has life more importance in it than astronomy would 
lead us to suppose, or is our emphasis upon life mere 
parochialism and self-importance? I do not know the 
answer to these questions, and 1 do not believe that 
anybody else does, but 1 think human life would be 
impoverished if they were forgotten, or if definite 
answers were accepted without adequate evidence. 
To keep alive the interest in such questions, and to 
scrutinize suggested answers, is one of the functions ol 
philosophy. 

Those who have a passion for quick returns and 
for an exact balance sheet of effort and reward may * 
feel impatient of a study wdiich cannot, in the present 
state of our knowledge, arrive at certainties, and 
which encourages what may be thought the time- 
wasting occupation of inconclusive meditation on 
insoluble problems. To this view I cannot in any 
degree subscribe. Some kind of philosophy is a neces- 
sity to all but the most thoughtless, and in the 
absence of knowledge it is almost sure to be a silly 
philosophy. The rcsiil' of this is that the human race 
becomes divided into rival groups of fanatics, each 
group firmly persuaded that ’*s own brand of noji- 
seiise is sacred truth, while the other side’s is dam- 
nable heresy. Arians and Catholics, Crusaders and 
Muslims, rVotestaiits and adherents of the Pope, 
Communists and Fascists, have filled large parts of 
the last i,Goo years with futile strife, when a little 
philosophy would have shown bfith sides in all these 

4 * 



UNPOPULAR ESSAYS 

disputes that neither had any good reason to believe 
itself in the right. Dogmatism is an enemy to peace, 
and an insuperable barrier to democracy. In the 
present age, at least as much as in former times, it is 
the greatest of the m^tal obstacles to human 
happiness. 

The demand for certainty is one which is natural 
to man, but is nevertheless an intellectual vice. If you 
take your children for a picnic on a doubtful day, 
they will demand a dogmatic answer as to whether it 
will be fine or wet, and be disappointed in you when 
you cannot be sure. The same sort of aiisurance is 
demanded, in later life, of those who undertake to 
lead populations into the Promised Land. “Liquidate 
the capitalists and the survivors will enjoy eternal 
bliss.” “Exterminate the Jews and everyone will be 
virtuous.” “Kill the Croats and let the Serbs reign.” 
“Kill the Serbs and let the Croats rfign.” These 
are samples of the slogans that have won wide 
popular acceptance in our time. Even a modicum of 
philosophy would make it impassible to accept such 
bloodthirsty nonsense. But so long as men arc not 
trained to withhold judgment in the absence of 
evidence, they will be led a.stray by cocksure prophets, 
and it is likely that their leaders will be either ignorant 
fanatics or dishonest charlatans. To endure uncer- 
tainty is diflicult, but so are most of the other virtues. 
For the learning of every virtue there is an appro- 
priate discipline, and for the learning of suspended 
judgment the best discipline is philosophy. 

But if philosophy is to serve a positive purpose, it 
must not teach mere scepticism, for, while the dog- 
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matist is harmful, the sceptic is useless. Dogmatism 
and scepticism are both, in a sense, absolute ptiiloso- 
phies ; one is certain of knowing, the other of ‘not 
luiowing. What philosophy should dissipate is eer~ 
tain^, whether of knowledge or of ignorance. Know- 
ledge is not so precise a 'Concept as is commonly 
thought. Instead of saying “I know this,” we ought 
to say “I more or less know sometlung more or less 
like this.” It is true that this proviso is hardly neces- 
sary as regards the multiplication table, but know- 
ledge in practical affairs has not the certainty or the 
precision of arithmetic. Suppose I say “democracy 
is a good thing” . I must admit, first, that 1 am less 
sure of this than I am that two and two are four, and 
secondly, that “democracy” is a somewhat vague 
term which 1 cannot define precisely. We ought to 
say, theicfore: “I am fairly certain that it is a good 
thing if a government has something of the charac- 
teristics that are common to the British and American 
Constitutions,” or something oi' this sort. And one of 
the aims of education ought to be to make such a 
statement more efl'ective from a platform than the 
usual type of political slogan. 

For it is not enough ' > recognize that all our know- 
ledge is, in a greater or Jess degree, uncertain and 
vague; it is necessary, at the seme .time, to learn ^o 
act upon the best h^qjothesis vithout dogmatically 
believing it. To revert to the picnic: even though 
you admit that it may rain, you start out if you think 
fine w'eathcr probable, but you allow for the opposite 
possibility by taking mackintoshes. If you were a 
dogmatist you would leave the niackmtoshcs at home. 
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The same principles apply to more important issues* 
One may say broadly : all that passes for knowledge 
can 'be arranged in a hierarchy of degrees of cer- 
tainty, with arithmetic and the fkets of perception at 
the top. That two and two arc four, and that I am 
sitting in my room writing, arc statements as to 
which any serious doubt on my part would be patho- 
logical. I am nearly as certain that yesterday was a 
fine day, but not quite, because memory docs some- 
times play odd tricks. Mote distant memories are 
more doubtful, particularly if there is some strong 
emotional reason for remembering falsely, such, for 
instance, as made George IV remember being at the 
battle of Waterloo. Scientific laws may be very neaily 
certain, t)r only sliglitly probaldc, according to the 
state of the evidence. 

AVhen you act upon a hypothesis which you know 
to be uncertain, your action should be silfch as will 
not have veiy harmful results if your hypothesis is 
false. In the matter of the picnic, you may risk a 
wetting if all your party arc robust, but not if one of 
them is so delicate as to run a risk of pneumonia. Or 
suppose you meet a Mugglctonian, you will be 
justified ill arguing with him, because not much 
harm will have been done if Mr. Mugglcton w'as in 
fiyct as great a ni;\ii as his disciples suppose, but you 
will not be Justified in burning him at the stake, 
because the evil of being burnt alive is more certain 
than any proposition of theology. Of course if the 
Muggletonians were so numerous and so fanatical 
that either you or they must be killed Ihc question 
would grow more difficult, but the general principle 
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remains, that an uncertain hypothesis cannot justify 
a certain evil unless an equal evil is equally certain 
on the opposite hypothesis. 

Philosophy, we said, has both a theoretical and 
a practical aim. It is now time to consider the 
latter. 

Among most of the philosophci's of antiquity there 
was a close connection between a view of the universe 
and a doctrine as to the best way of life. Some of 
them founded fraternities which had a certain re- 
semblance to the monastic orders of later times. 
Socrates and Plato were shocked by the sophists 
because they hail no religious aims. If philosophy is 
to play a serious part in the lives of men who are not 
spi'cialists, it must not cc:isc to advocate some way 
of life. In doing this it is seeking to do something of 
ivhat religion has done, but with certain differences. 
'Plic greatest diircreiiec is that there is no appeal to 
authority, whether that of tradition or that of a sacred 
book. The second important difference is that a philo- 
sopher should not attempt to establish a Church; 
Auguste Comic tried, but fiiilcd, as he deserved to 
do. The third is that more stress should be laid on the 
intellectual virtues ih.m has been customary since 
the decay of Hellenic civilization. 

There is one important difference between the 
ethical teachings of ancient philosophers and tho.se 
appropriate to our ovni day. The ancient philosophers 
appealed to gentlemen of leisure, who could live as 
seemed good to them, and could even, if they 
chose, found an independent City having laws that 
embodied the master’s doctrines. The immense 
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majority of modem educated men have no such 
freedom; they have to earn their living within the 
existing framework of society, and they cannot make 
important changes in their own way of life unless 
they can first secure important changes in political 
and economic organization. The consequence is that 
a man’s ethical convictions have to be expressed 
more in political advocacy, and less in his private 
behaviour, than was the case in antiquity. And a 
conception of a good way of life has to be a social 
rather tlian an individual conception. Even among 
the ancients, it was so conceived by Plato in tlic 
Republic^ but many of them had a more individualistic 
conception of the ends of life. 

With this proviso, let us sec what pliilosophy has 
to say on the subject of ethics. 

To begin with tlic intellectual virtues: The pur- 
suit of philo.sophy is founded on the Belief that 
knowledge is good, even if what is known is painful. 
A man imbued with the philosophic spirit, whether 
a professional philosopher or not, will wish his 
beliefs to be us true as he can make them, and will, 
in equal measure, love to know, and hate to be in 
error. This principle has a wider scope than may be 
apparent at first sight. Our beliefs spring from a 
great variety of causes : what we were told in youth 
by parents and school-teachers, what powerful 
organizations tell us in order to make us act as they 
wish, what either embodies or allays our fears, what 
ministers to our self-esteem, and so on. Any one of 
these causes may happen to lead us to^true belief, 
but is more likely to lead us in the opposite direction. 
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Intellectual sobriety, therefore, will lead us to 
scrutinize our beliefs closely, with a view to dis- 
covering which of them there is any reason to believe 
true. If we arc wise, we shall apply solvent criticism 
especially to the beliefs that we find it mast painful 
to doubt, and to those most likely to involve us in 
violent conflict with men w'ho hold opposite but 
equally groundless beliefs. If this attitude could 
become common, the gain in diminishing tlie 
acerbity of disputes would be incalculable. 

There is another intellectual virtue, which is that 
of generality or impartiality. I recommend the 
following excrche: When, in a sentence cxpiessing 
political opinion, there arc words that arouse power- 
ful but different emotions in different readers, try 
replacing them by .symbols. A, B, C, and so on, and 
forgetting the particular significance of the symbols. 
Suppose A is England, B is Germany and C is 
Russia. So long as you remember what the letters 
mean, most of the things you will believe will depend 
upon whether you are English, German or Russian, 
which is logically irrelevant. When, in elementary 
algebra, you do problems about A, B and C going up 
a mountain, you hav'* no emotional interest in the 
gentlemen concerned, and you do your best to work 
out the solution with impersonal cprrectness. But jf 
you thought that A was yourself, B your hated rival 
and C llie schoulni.istcr who set the problem, your 
calculations would go askew, and you would be sure 
to find that A was first and C was last. In thinking 
about politic^ problems tliis kind of emotional bias is 
bound to be present, and only care and practice can 
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enable you to think as objectively as you do in the 
algebraic problem. 

Thinking in abstract terms is of course not the only 
way to achieve ethical generality; it can be achieved 
as well, or perhaps even better, if you can feel 
generalized emotions. But to most people this is 
difficult. If you are hungiy, you will make great 
exertions, if necessary, to get food; if your children 
are hungry, you may feel an even greater urgency. 
If a friend is starving, you will probably exert your- 
self to relieve his distress. But if you hear that some 
millions of Indians or Cliinesc are in danger of death 
fiom malnutrition, the problem is so vast and so 
distant that unless you have some official responsi- 
bility you probably soon forget all about it. Neverthe- 
less, if you have the emotional capacity to feel distant 
evils acutely, you can achieve ethical generality 
tluough feeling. If you have not this rathcrcare gift, 
the habit of viewing practical problems abstractly as 
well as concretely is tlie lx:st aviiiiable substitute. 

I'he inter-relation ol logieal and emotional 
generality in ethics is an interesting subject, “lliou 
slialt love thy neighbour as th)’sclf” inculcates emo- 
tional generality; “ethical statements should not 
contain proper names'’ inculcates logical generality. 
Xlie two pi-eccpts sound very dilTcrcnt, but when they 
are examined it will bo found that they are scarcely 
distinguishable in practical import. Benevolent 
men will prefer the traditional fonn; logicians may 
prefer the otlier. I hardly know which class of men 
is the smaller. Either form of statement)) if accepted 
by statesmen and tolerated by the populations whom 
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they represent, would quickly lead to the millenium. 
Jews and Arabs would come together and say “Let 
us see how to get the greatest amount of good for 
both together, without inquiring too closely how it 
is distributed between us.” Obviously each group 
would get far more of what makes for happiness of 
both than either can at present The same would be 
true of Hindus and Moslems, Chinese communists 
and adherents of Chiang Kai-shek, Italians and 
Yugoslavs, Russians and' Western democrats. But 
alas ! neither logic nor benevolence is to be expected 
on either side in any of these disputes. 

It is not to be supposed that young men and 
women who are busy acquiring valuable specialized 
knowledge can spare a great deal of time for the 
study of philosophy, but even in the time that can 
easily be spared without injury to the learning of 
technical ^ills, philosophy can give certain things 
that will greatly increase the student’s value as a 
human being and as a citizen. It can give a habit 
of exact and careful thought, not only in mathe- 
matics and science, but in questions of large prac- 
tical import. It can give an impersonal breadth and 
scope to the conception -if the ends of life. It can give 
to the individual a just measure of himself in relation 
to society, of man in the present to man in the past 
and in the future, and of the whole history of man in 
relation to the astronomical cosmos. By enlarging the 
objects of his thoughts it supplies an antidote to the 
anxieties and anguish of thepresent, and makes possible 
the nearest approach to serenity that is available to 
a sensitive mind in our tortured and uncertain world. 
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.THE FUTURE OF MANKIND 

Before the end of the present centiuy, unless some- 
thing quite unforeseeable occurs, one of three possi- 
bilities will have been realised. These three are: 

I. The end of human life, perhaps of aU life on 

our planet. 

II. A reversion to barbarism after a catastrophic 

diminution of the population of the globe. 

III. A unification of the world under a single 
government, possessing a monopoly of all 
the major weapons of war. 

I do not pretend to know which of these will happen, 
or even which is the most likely. What I do contend, 
without any hesitation, is that the kind oftsystem to 
which we have been accustomed cannot possibly 
continue. 

The first possibility, the extinction of the human 
race, is not to be expected in the next world wai‘, 
unless that war is postponed for a longer time than 
now seems probable. But if the next world war is 
indecisive, or if the victors arc unwise, and if organ- 
jzed states survive it, a period of feverish teclmical 
development may be expected to follow its conclu- 
sion. With vastly more powerful means of utilizing 
atomic energy than those now available, it is thought 
by many sober men of science that radio-active 
clouds, drifting round the world, may disintegrate 
living tissue everywhere. Although the last survivor 
so 
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may proclaim himself universal Emperor, his reign 
will be brief and his subjects will all be corj^. 
With his death the uneasy episode of life will end, 
and the peacehil rocks will revolve unchanged until 
the sun explodes. 

Perhaps a disinterested spectator would consider 
this the most desirable consummation, in view of 
man's long record of folly and cruelty. But we, who 
are actors in the drama, who are entangled in the 
net of private affections and public hopes, can 
hardly take this attitude with any sincerity. True, I 
have heard men say that they would prefer the end 
of man to submission to the Soviet Government, and 
doubtless in Russia there are those who would say 
the same about submission to Western capitalism. 
But this is rhetoric with a bogus air of heroism. 
Although it must be regarded as unimaginative 
humbug, it is dangerous, because it makes men less 
energetic in seeking ways of avoiding the catas^ 
trophe that they pretend not to dread. 

The second possibility, that of a reversion to 
barbarism, would leave open the likelihood of a 
gradual return to civilization, as after the fall of 
Rome. The sudden trai,sition will, if it occurs, be 
infinitely pciinful to those who experience it, and for 
some centuries afterwards life will be hard and 
drab. But at any rate there will ^till be a future for 
mankind, and the possibility of rational hope. 

I think such an outcome of a really scientific 
world war is by no means improbable. Imagine each 
side in a position to destroy the chief cities and 
centres of indiistry of the enemy; imagine an almost 
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complete obliteration of laboratories and libraries, 
accompanied by a heavy casualty rate among men 
of science ; imagine famine due to radio-active spray, 
and pestdence caused by bacteriological warfare: 
would social cohesion survive such strains? Would 
not prophets tell the maddened populations that 
their ills were wholly due to science, and that the 
extermination of all educated men would bring the 
millennium? Extreme hopes are bom of extreme 
misery, and in such a world hopes could only be 
irrational. I think the great states to which we are 
accustomed would break up, and the sparse sur- 
vivors would revert to a primitive village economy. 

The third possibility, that of the establishment of 
a single government for the whole world, might be 
realized in various ways: by the victory of the 
United States in the next world war, or by the 
victory of the U.S.S.R., or, theoretically, by agree- 
ment. Or — ^and I think this is the most hopeful of the 
issues that are in any degree probable —by an alliance 
of the nation^ that desire an international govern- 
ment, becoming, in the end, so strong that Russia 
would no longer dare to sttind out. Tliis might con- 
ceivably be achieved without another world war, 
but it would require courageous and imaginative 
titatesmanship in a number of countries. 

There are various arguments that are used 
against the project of a single government of the 
whole world. The commonest is that the project is 
utopian and impossible. Tliose who use this argu- 
ment, like most of those who advocate a world 
government, are thinking of a world government 
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brought about by agreement. I think it is plain that 
the mutual suspicions between Russia and the 
West make it iiitile to hope, in any near fiiture,'fi}r 
any genuine agreement. Any pretended universal 
authority to which both sides can agree, as things 
stand, is bound to be a sham, like U.N.O. Consider 
the difficulties that have been encountered in the 
much more modest project of an international 
control over atomic energy, to which Russia will 
only consent if inspection ‘is subject to the veto, and 
therefore a farce. I think we should admit t^t a 
world government will have to be imposed by force. 

But — ^many people will say — ^why all this talk 
about a world government? Wars have occuned 
ever since men were organized into units larger 
than the family, but the human race has survived. 
Why should it not continue to survive even if wars 
go on occurring from time to time? Moreover, 
people like war, and will feel frustrated without it. 
And without war there will be no adequate oppor- 
tunity for heroism or self-sacrifice. 

This point of view— which is that of innumerable 
elderly gentlemen, including the rulers of Soviet 
Russia — ^fails to take a^ ouiit of modem technical 
possibOities. 1 think civilization could probably 
survive one more world war, provided it occurs 
fairly soon and does not last long. But if there is no 
slowing up in the rate of discovery and invention, 
and if great wars continue to recur, the destmetion 
to be expected, even if it fails to exterminate the 
human race, is pretty certain to produce the kind of 
reversion to a primitive social system that I spoke of 
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a moment ago. And this will entail such an enormous 
diminution of population, not only by war, but by 
subsequent starvation and disease, that the survivors 
are bound to be fierce and, at least for a considerable 
time, destitute of the qualities required for rebuilding 
civilization. 

Nor is it reasonable t>) hope that, if nothing 
drastic is done, wars will nevertheless not occur. 
They always have occurred from time to time, and 
obviously will break out again sooner or later 
unless mankind adopt some s)'stcm that makes them 
impossible, but tiie only such system is a single 
government with a monopoly of armed force. 

If things are allowed to diift, it is obvious that the 
bickering between Russia and the Western demo- 
cracies will continue until Russia has a considerable 
store of atomic bombs, and dial when that time comes 
there will be an atomic war. In such a war, even if 
the worst consequences are avoided. Western Europe, 
including Great Britain, will be virtually extermin- 
ated. If America and the U.S.S.R. survive as 
organized states, they will presently fight again. If 
one .side is victorious, it will rule the world, and a 
unitary governient of mankind will have come into 
existence; if not, either mankind, or at least civili- 
^■ation, will perish. This is what must happen if 
nations and their rulers are lucking in constructive 
vision. 

When I speak of “constructive vision,” I do not 
mean merely the theoretical realization that a 
world government is desirable. More than half the 
American nation, according to the Gallup poll, 
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hold this opinion. But most of its advocates think of 
it as something to be established by friendly negotia- 
tion, and shrink from any suggestion of the use of 
force. In this I think they are mistaken. I am sure 
rhat force, or the threat of force, will be necessary. 
I hope the threat of force may suffice, but, if not, 
actual force should be employed. 

Assuming a monopoly of armed force established 
by the. victory of one side in a war between the U.S. 
and the U.S.S.R,, what sort of world will result? 

In either case, it will be a world in which successful 
rebellion will be impossible. Although, of course, 
sporadic assassination will still be liable to occur, 
the concentration of all important weapons in the 
hands of the victors will make them irresistible, and 
there will therefore be secure peace. Even if the 
dominant nation is completely devoid of altruism, 
its leading inhabitants, at least, wall achieve a very 
high level of material comfort, and will be freed 
from the tyranny of fear. They are likely, therefore, 
to become gradually more good-natured and less 
inclined to persecute. Like tlie Romans, they will, 
in the course of time, extend citizenship to tlie 
vanquished. There will i icn be a true wrorld state, 
and it will be possible to iurget that it will have 
owed its origin to conquest. ^Vlli^•:^ of us, during th% 
reign of Lloyd Georg**, felt humi’iatcd by the con- 
trast with the days ol Edw'ard 1? 

A world empire of either the U.S. or the U.S.S.R. 
is therefore preferable to the results of a continuation 
of the present international anarchy. 

There are, however, importarf rea.sons for pre- 
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ferring a victory of America. I am not contending 
that capitalism is better than communism; I think it 
not impossible that, if America were communist and 
Russia were capitalist, I should still be on the side 
of America. My reason for siding with America is 
that there is in that country more respect than in 
Russia for the things that 7 value in a civilized way 
of life. The things I have in mind are such as: free- 
dom of thought, freedom of inquiry, freedom of 
discussion, and humane feeling. What a victory of 
Russia would mean is easily to be seen in Poland. 
There were flourishing universities in Poland, con- 
taining men of great intellectual eminence. Some of 
these men, ibrtunately, escaped; the rest disap- 
peared. Education is now reduced to learning the 
formulae of Stalinist orthodoxy; it is only open 
(beyond the elementary stage) to young people 
whose parents arc politically irreproachable, and it 
does not aim at producing any mental faculty 
except that of glib repetition of correct shibboleths 
and quick apprehension of the side that is winning 
oflicial favour. From such an educational system 
nothing of intellectual value can result. 

Meanwhile the middle class was annihilated by 
mass deportations, first in 1940, and again after the 
«^pulsion of the Glcrmans. Politicians of majority 
parties were liquidated, imprisoned, or compelled to 
fly. Betraying ^ends to the police, or peijury when 
tliey were brought to trial, are often the only means 
of survival for those who have incurred govern- 
mental suspicions. 

I do not doubt that, if this regime continues for a 
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generation, it will succeed in its objects. Polish hos* 
tility to Russia will die out, and be replaced by 
communist orthodoxy. Science and philosophy,* art 
and literature, will Ixrcome sycophantic adjuncts of 
government, jejune, narrow, and stupid. No indi- 
vidual will think, or even feel, for himself, but each 
will be contentedly a mere unit in the mass. A 
victory of Russia would, in time, make such a 
mentality world-wide. No dotibt the complacency 
induced by success wohld ultimately lead to a 
relaxation of control, but the process would be slow, 
and the revival of respect for the individual would 
be doubtful. For such reasons I should view a 
Russian victory as an appalling disaster. 

A victory by the United States would have far 
less drastic consequences. In the first place, it would 
nut be a victory of the United States in isolation, but 
of an Alliance in which the other members would be 
able to insist upon retaining a large part of their 
traditional independence. One can hardly imagine 
the American army seizing the dons at Oxford and 
Cambridge and sending them to hard labour in 
Alaska. Nor do 1 think that they would accuse Mr. 
Attlee of plotting and u mpel him to fly to Moscow. 
Yet the.se are strict analogues to the tilings the 
Russians have done in Poland, /dler a victory of tpi 
Alliance led by the United Sta'es there would still 
be British culture, French culture, Italian culture, 
and (I hope) German culture; there would not, 
therefore, be the same dead uniformity as would 
result fromISoviet domination. 

There is another im^rtant diflercnce, and that 
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is, that Moscow orthodoxy is much more all- 
pervasive tlian that of Washington. In America, if 
you are a geneticist, you may hold whatever view of 
Mcndelism tlic evidence makes you regard as the 
most probable; in Russia, if you are a geneticist 
who disagrees with Lysenko, you are liable to 
disappear mysteriously. lit America, you may write 
a book debunking Lincoln if you feel so disposed ; in 
Russia, if you write a book debunking I..enin, it 
would not be published and you would be liqui- 
dated. If you are an American economist, you may 
hold, or not hold, that America is heading for a 
slump; in Russia, no economist dare question that 
an American slump is imminent. In America, if you 
are a Professor of Philosophy, you may be an idealist, 
a materialist, a pragmatist, a logical positivist, or 
whatever else may take your fancy; at congresses 
you can argue with men whose opinions differ from 
yours, and listeners can form a judgment as to who 
has the best of it. In Russia you must be a dialectical 
materialist, but at one time the element of materi- 
alism outweighs the clement of dialectic, and at 
other times it is the other way round. If you fail to 
follow the developments of official metaphysics with 
sufficient nimblcness, it will be the worse for you. 
I^talin at all times knows the trutli about metaphysics, 
but you must not suppose that the truth this year is 
the same as it was last year. 

In such a world intellect must stagnate, and even 
technological progress must soon come to an end. 

Liberty, of the sort that communista despise, is 
important not only to iuteUectuals or to the more 
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fortunate sections of society. Owing to its absence in 
Russia, the Soviet Government has been able to 
establish a greater degree of economic inequality 
than exists in Great Britain, or even in America. An 
oligarchy which controls all the means of publicity 
can perpetrate injustices and cruelties which would 
be scarcely possible if they were widely known. 
Only democracy and free publicity can prevent the 
holders of power from establishing a servile state, 
o ith luxury for the few and ovenvorked poverty for 
the many. This is what is being done by the Soviet 
Government wherever it is in secure control. There 
are, of course, economic inequalities everywhere, but 
in a democratic regime they tend to diminish, 
whereas under an oligarchy they tend to increase. 
And wherever an oligarchy has power, economic 
inequalities threaten to become permanent owing 
to the modem impossibility of sui cessful rebellion. 

I come now to the question: what should be our 
policy, in view of tlic various dangers to which 
mankind is exposed? To summarize the above 
arguments : We have to guard against three dangers : 
(i) die extinction of the human race; (2) a reversion 
to barbarism; (;-^) the c. jablishmcnt of a universal 
slave state, involving misery for the vast majority, 
and the disappearance of all prrgrcss in knowledge 
and thought. Either the first or second of these 
disasters is almost ceiiain unless great wars can soon 
be brought to an end. Great wars can only be 
brought to an end by the concentration of armed 
force under a single authority. Such a coiicentration 
cannot be brought about by agreement, because of 
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the opposition of Soviet Russia, but it mwt be 
brought about somehow. 

The first step — ^and it is one which is now not very 
difficult — ^is to persuade the United States and the 
British Ciommonwealth of the absolute necessity for 
a military unification of the world. The governments 
of the English-speaking nafions shovdd then offer to 
all other nations the option of entering into a firm 
Alliance, involving a pooling of military resources 
and mutual defence against aggression. In the case 
of hesitant nations, such as Italy, great inducements, 
economic and military, should be held out to 
produce their co-operation. 

At a certain stage, when the Alliance had acquired 
sufficient strength, any Great Power still refusing to 
join should be threatened with outlawry, and, if 
recalcitrant, should be regarded as a public enemy. 
The resulting war, if it occurred fairly sdOn, would 
probably leave the economic and political structure 
of the United States intact, and would enable the 
victorious Alliance to establish a monopoly of armed 
force, and therefore to make peace secure. But per- 
haps, if the Alliance were sufficiently powerful, war 
would not be necessary, and the reluctant Powers 
would prefer to enter it as equals rather than, afler 
a terrible war, submit to it as vanquished enemies. 
If this were to happen, the world might emerge from 
its present dangers without another great war. I do 
not see any hope of such a happy issue by any other 
method. But whether Russia would yield when 
threatened with war is a question as to which I do 
not venture an opinion. 
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I have been dealing mainly with the gloomy 
aspects of the present situation of mankind. It is 
necessary to do so, in order to persuade the world to 
adopt measures running counter to traditional 
habits of thought and ingrained prejudices. But 
beyond the diiliculties and probable tragedies of the 
near future there is the possibility of immeasurable 
good, and of greater wdl-being than has e\'er before 
fallen to the lot of man. This is not merely a possi- 
bility, but, if the Western democracies are firm and 
prompt, a probability. From the break-up of the 
Roman Empire to the present day, states have 
almost continuously increased in size. Inhere are now 
only two fully independent states, America and 
Russia. The next step in this long historieal process 
should reduce the two to one, and thus put an end 
to the period of organized wars, which began in 
Egypt some 6,000 years ago. If war can be pre- 
vented without the establishment of a grinding 
tyraimy, a weight will be lifted from the human 
spirit, deep collective fears will be exorcised, and as 
fear ^minishes we may hope that cruelty also will 
grow less. 

The uses to which men have piit their increased 
control over natural forces are curious. In the nine- 
teenth century they dev'oted th ‘mselves chiefly to 
increasing the numbers of homo sapiens, particularly 
of tlie white variety. In tlie twentieth century they 
have, so far, pursued the exactly opposite aim. 
Owing to the increased productivity of labour, it 
has become ]x>ssible to d^ote a larger percentage of 
the population to war. If aton ic energy were to 
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make production easier, the only eflect, as things 
arc, would be to make wars worse, since fewer 
people would be needed for producing necessaries. 
Unless we can cope with the problem of abolishing 
war, there is no reaison whatever to rejoice in labour* 
saving tecluiique, but quite the reverse. On the other 
hand, if the danger of war were removed, scientific 
technique could at last be used to promote human 
happiness. There is no longer any technical reason 
for the persistence of poverty, even in such densely 
populated countries as India and China. If war no 
longer occupied men's thoughts and energies, we 
could, wdlhin a generation, put an end to all serious 
poverty throughout the world. 

1 have spoken of liberty as a good, but it is not an 
absolute good. We all rccogm’ze the need to restrain 
murderers, and it is even more important ^o restrain 
murderous states. Liberty must be limited by law, 
and its most viiluablc forms can only exist within a 
framework of law. What the world most needs is 
effective laws to control international relations, llie 
first and most difficult step in the creation of such 
law is the establishment of adequate .sanctions, and 
this is only pos.sible through the creation of a single 
armed force in control of the whole world. But such 
an armed force, like a municipal police force, is not 
an end in itself; it is a means to the growth of a 
social system governed by law, where force is not 
the prcrogcitivc of jjrivate individuals or nations, 
but is exercised only by a neutral authority in 
accordance with rules laid down in advance. There 
is hope that law, rather than private force, may 
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come to govern the relations of nations -within the 
present century. If this hope is not realized we face 
utter disaster; if it is realized, the world will bc*far 
better than at any pre\'ious period in the history of 
man. 


63 



IV 


.PHILOSOPHY’S ULTERIOR 
MOTIVES 

i 

Metaphysics, according to F. H. Bradley, “is the 
finding d* bad reasons for what we believe upon 
instinct.” It is curious to find this pungent dictum at 
the beginning of a long book of earnest and even 
unctuous metaphysics, which, through much arduous 
argumentation, leads up to the final conclusion: 
“Outside of spirit there is not, and there cannot be, 
any reahty, and, the more that anything is spiritual, 
so much the more is it veritably real.” A rare moment 
of self-knowledge must have inspired the initial 
aphorism, which was made bearable to its author 
by its semi-humorous furiu ; but throughout the rest 
of his labours he allowed himself to be claimed by 
“the instinct t<Gi find bad reitsons.” Wlien he was 
serious he was sophistical, and a typical philosopher; 
when he jested, he had insight and uttered unphilo- 
sophical truth. 

Philosophy has been defined iis “an unusually 
obstinate attempt to think clearly” ; 1 should define 
h: rather as “an unusually ingenious attempt to 
think fallaciously.” The philosopher's temperament 
is rare, because it has to combine two somewhat con- 
flicting characteristics: ou the one hand a strong 
desire to bdieve some general proposition about the 
universe or human life; on the other hand, in- 
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ability to believe contentedly except qn what appear 
to be intellectual grounds. The more profound the 
philosopher, the more intricate and subtle must Jiis 
fallacies be in order to produce in him the desired 
stpte of intellectual acquiescence. That is why 
philosophy is obscure. 

To the completely uniutellectual, general doctrines 
arc unimportant ; to the man of science, they arc 
hypotheses to be tested by experiment ; while to the 
pbilosoplier they arc mental habih* which must be 
justified somehow if he is to find life endurable. The 
typical philosopher finds certain beliefs emotionally 
indispensable, but i .tcllcctually diflicult ; he there- 
fore goes through long chains of rc;isoning, in the 
course of W’hich, sooner or later, a momentary lark 
of vigilance allows a falhu'y to pass undetected. Ailer 
the one false step, his nieiitjl agility quickly takes 
him far into the fiuagmire of falsehood. 

DcNcartcs, the falhci ol' nun lern philosophy, 
illustrates perfectly this peculiar mental temper. He 
would never- so he assure'* us- -have bcrcn led to 
coiisiiuct his philosophy if he had liad only one 
teat her, for then he w’ould ha\r believed w'hat he 
had been told; but, find:* i; that his professors dis- 
agre(‘d w'ith each other, he was forced to conclude 
that no existing floctrine w’as certain. Having a 
passionate desire for certainty, h*- set to work to* 
think out a new iiielh*»d of achieving it. As a first 
step, he determined to reject everything that he 
could bring himself to doubt. Everyday objects — 
his acquaintance, the str<‘cLs, the sun a?»d moon, 
and so on — might be illusions, fo»* he saw similar 
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things in dreaifis, and could not be certain that he 
was not always dreaming. The demonstrations in 
mathematics might be wrong, since mathematicians 
sometimes made mistakes. But he could not bring 
himself to doubt his own existence, since if he did 
not exist he could not doubt. Here at last, therefore, 
he had an indubitable premiss for reconstruction of 
the intellectual edifices wliich his former scepticism 
had overthrown. 

So far, so good. But from this moment his work 
loses all its critical acumen, and he accepts a host of 
scholastic maxims for which there is nothing to be 
said except the tradition of the schex^Ls. He believes 
that he exists, he says, because he sees this very 
clearly and very distinctly; he concludes, therefore, 
“that I may take as a general rule that the things 
which we conceive very clearly and very distinctly 
are all true.’' He then begins to conceive all sorts of 
things “very clearly and very distinctly,*’ such as 
that an clfect cannot have more perfection than its 
cause. Since lie can form an idea of God — ^thal is, of 
a being more perfect than himself-— this idea must 
have had a cause other than himself, which can only 
be Cod; therefore God exists. Since God is good, He 
will not perpetually deceive Descartes ; therefore the 
objects which Descartes sees when awake must really 
exist. And so on. All intellectual caution is thrown to 
the winds, and it might seem as if tin; initial scepti- 
cism had been merely rhetorical, though 1 do not 
l)elievc that this would bo psychologically true. 
Descartes’s initial doubt was, I bchex-o, as genuine 
as that of a m^n who has lost his way, but was 
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equally intended to be replaced by cfrtainty at the 
earliest possible moment. 

In a man whose reasoning powers arc good, 
fallacious arguments are evidence of bias. While 
Descartes is being sceptical, all that he says is acute 
and cogent, and even his first constructive step, the 
proof of his own existence, has much to be said in its 
favour. But everything that follows is loose and slip- 
shod and hasty, thereby displaying the distorting 
influence of desire. Something may be attributed to 
the need of appearing orthodox in order to escape 
persecution, but a more intimate cause must also 
have been at vork. I do not suppose that he cared 
passionately about the reality of sensible objects, or 
even of God, but he did care about the truth of 
inatlicmritics. And thi'*, in his system, could only be 
established by first proving the existence and attri- 
butes of the Deity. His system, psychologically, was 
as follows; No God, no geometry; but geometry is 
delicious ; therefore God exists. 

Leibniz, who invented the phrase th:U “this is the 
best of all possible worlds,” was a very different b‘nd 
of man from Descartes. He was comfortable, not 
passionate; a professi' nal not an amateur. He made 
his living by writing the annals of the House of 
Hanover, and his reputation by had philosophy. He^ 
also wrote good philosophy, but this he took care not 
to publish, as it would have cost him the pensions he 
received from various princes. One of his most im- 
portant popular works, the Theodicee^ was written for 
Queen Sophi^ Charlollc of Prussia (daughter of the 
Elcctress Sophia), as an antidote to the scepticism 
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of Baylc’s Dicfonary. In this work he sets forth, in the 
authentic style of Voltaire’s Dr. Pangloss, the 
grounds of optimism. He holds that there are many 
logically possible worlds, any one of which God 
could have created; that some of them contain no 
sin and no pain; and that in this actual world the 
number of the damned is incomparably greater than 
the number of the saved. But he thinks that worlds 
without evil contain so much less good than this 
world which God has chosen to create that they have 
a smaller excess of good over evil than it has. Leibniz 
and Queen Sophie Charlotte, who did not consider 
themselves likely to be among the damned, appar- 
ently found this type of optimism satisfying. 

Beneath these superficialities there is a deeper 
problem, with which Leibniz struggled all his life. 
He wished to escape from the rigid necessity that 
characterized tlie detenninisl’s wyild, without 
diniinishiTig the emjnrc of logic. I'he actual world, 
he thought, contains free will ; moreover, God freely 
chose it in preference to any of the other possible 
w'orlds. But since they arc less good than the actual 
W'orld, the choice of one of them would have been 
incompatible with God’s goodness; are we, then, to 
conclude that God is not necessarily good? Leibniz 
can hardl)’ say this, for, like other philosophers, he 
believes it po.ssiblr to find out important things, such 
as the nature of God, by merely sitting still and 
thinking ; he .shrinks, how'cver, from the ^deter- 
minism which this view implies. He therefore takes 
refuge in obscurity and ambiguity. By great dexterity 
he avoids a .sharp contradiction, but at the expense 
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of the diffused muddle which pervsyics his whole 
system. 


A new method of apologetics was invented by the 
amiable Bishop Berkeley, who attacked the material- 
ists of his day with the arguments which, in our 
time, have been revived by Sir James Jeans. His 
purpose was twofold: first,' to prove that there can 
be no such thing as matter : secondly, to deduce from 
this negative proposition the nccessaiy existence of 
God. On the first point, his contentions have never 
been answered ; but 1 doubt whether he would have 
cared to advance them if he had not believed that 
they afforded support for theological orthodoxy. 

When you think you see a trf^e, Berkeley points 
out that what you really know is not an external 
object, but a modification of yourself, a sensation, 
or, as he calls it, an “idea." This, w'hich is all that 
you directly know', ceases if you shut your eyes. 
Whatever \on can perceive; is in )our mind, not an 
external material object. Matter, therefore, is an 
unneccs^arv hypoth'" is. What is real about the tree 
is the perceptions of those who arc supposed to “sec” 
it; the rest is a piece of unnecessary metaphysics. 

U]j to tliis point, Berkeley* 5 argumentation is able 
and largely valid But now he suddenly changes his 
tone, and, after advancing a bold paradox, falls back 
upon the prejudices of the imphilosophical as the 
basis of his ifcxt thesis. He feels it preposterous to 
suppose that trees .iiid houses, jnoiintains and rivers, 
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the sun and tl^^e moon and stars, only exist while we 
are looking at them, which is what his previous 
contentions suggest. There must, he thinks, be some 
pcimancnce about physical objects, and some inde- 
pendence of human beings. This he secures by 
supposing that the tree is really an idea in the mind 
of God, and therefore continues to exist when no 
human being is looking at it. The consequences of 
his own paradox, if he had frankly accepted them, 
would have seemed to ‘him dreadful; but by a 
sudden twist he rescues orthodoxy and some parts of 
common sense. 

The same timidity in admitting the sceptical con- 
sequences of his argument has been shown by all his 
followers, except Hume; his most modern disciples 
have, in this respect, made no advance whatever 
upon him. None can bear to admit that ij I know' 
only “ideas'’ it is only my ideas that I know, and 
therefore 1 can have no reason to believe in the 
existence of anything except my own mental states. 
'I'hose who have admittc-d the validity of this very 
simple argument have not been disciples of Berkeley, 
since they hav^ found such a conclusion intolerable ; 
they have thcrcforc^irgued that it is not only “ideas” 
that we know.' 

# * Thr two side^ of Tirrkclry’s philosophy an: illustrated by 

the folhwliig two limericks 

Thm* once was a iiiau who said, “God 
Must think it oxt'crdingly odd 
If hr finds that this tree 
Continues to be 

When there’s no oi^e about in the Quad.” 

— ^Ronald Knox 

Contimud at fool of opfoaxte page 
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Hume, the enfant terrible of philosophy, was 
peculiar in having no metaphysical ulterior motives. 
He was a historian and essayist as well as a philo- 
sopher, he had a Qomfortable temperament, and he 
perhaps derived as much pleasure from annoying 
the perpetrators of fallacies as he could have derived 
from inventing fallacies of his own. However, the 
main outcome of his activities was to stimulate two 
new sets of fallacies, one in England and the other in 
Germany. The German set are the more interesting. 

The iirst German to take notice of Hume was 
Immanuel Kant, wlio had bc‘en content, up to the 
age of about ibrly-fivc, with the dogmatic tradition 
derived from Leibniz. Then, as he says himself, 
Hume “awakened him from his rlogmatic slumbers.” 
After meditating f )r twelve years, he jiroduccd his 
great work, the Critique of Pure Reason; «>even years 
later, at the age of sixty-four, he produced the 
Critique of Practical Reason^ in which he resumed his 
dogmatic slumbers alter nearly twenty )ears of 
uncomfortable wakefulness. His fundamental desires 
were two: he wanted to be sure of an invariable 
routine, and he wanted to believe the moral maxims 
that he had learned 'n hifancy. ilume was upsetting 

Dear Sir, 

Your a‘;i'')nishnienl*s odd; 
y a 1)1 ahva\-s about iii the Qjiafi. 

Arul thal*s why ibc tree 
Will continue' to Ik-, 

Since observed bv 

Yours faidnolly, 

(^OD. 
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in both respcct&', for he maintained that we could not 
trust the law of causality, and he threw doubt on the 
future life, so that the good could not be sure of a 
reward in heaven. The first twelve years of Kant’s 
meditations on Hume w'ere devoted to the law of 
causality, and at the end he produced a remarkable 
solution. True, he said, we cannot know that there 
are causes in the real world, but then we cannot 
know anything about the rciil world. The world of 
appearances, which is the only one that we can 
experience, has all sorts of properties contributed by 
ourselves, just as a man who has a pair of green 
spectacles that he cannot take oft* is sure to see tilings 
green. The phenomena that we experience have 
causes, which .are other phenomena; we need not 
worry as to whether there is causation in the reality 
behind the phenomena, since wc cannot experience 
it. Kant went for a walk at exactly fhe same time 
every day, and his servant followed carrying the 
umbrella. The twelve years spent in producing the 
Critique of Pure Reason persuaded the old man that, if 
it came on to rain, the umbrella would prevent him 
from feeling wet, whatever Hume might say about 
the real raindrops. 

This was comforting, but the comfort had been 
purchased at a great price. Space and time, in which 
phenomena take place, are unreal: Kant’s psychical 
mechanism manufactured them. He did not know 
much about space, having never been more than ten 
miles from K()nigsberg ; perhaps if he had travelled 
he would have doubted whether his subjective 
creativcncss w-as equal to inventing the geography 
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of all he saw. It was pleasant, howexfer, to be sure of 
the truth of geometry, for, having manufactured 
space himself, he was quite sure that he had made it 
Euclidean, and he was sure of this without looking 
outside himself. In this way mathematics was got 
safely under the umbrella. 

But although mathematics was safe, morality was 
still in danger. In the Critique of Pure Reason Kant 
taught that pure reason cannot prove the future life 
or the existence of God ; it cannot therefore assure us 
that there is justice in the world. Moreover, there was 
a difficulty about free will. My actions, in so far as I 
can observ'C them, arc phenomena, and therefore 
htivc causes. As to what my actions are in iheni- 
selvcs, pure reason can tell me nothing, so that I do 
not know whether they arc free or not. However 
‘‘pure" reason is not the only kind ; there is anotlier 
-not “impure,’' as might have been expected, but 
“practical." This starts fiom the premiss that all the 
moral rules Kant w'as taught in childl¥Of»d are true. 
(iSuch a jireiniss, ol course, needs a disguise; it is 
introduced to ])hiIosophicaJ .society under the name 
of the “categorical imperative.") It follow's that the 
will is fiec, lor it w add be absurd to say “vou ought 
to do .so-and-so" unless you can do it. It follow's also 
that there is a future life, 'ncc otherwise the good 
might not be adecjuatc-ly re warded, nor the wxked 
adequately punished. It fol low's also that there mu.st 
be a God t^* arrange thc.'^e things. Hume may have 
routed “pure'* reason, but the moral law has, in the 
end, restored the victory; to the metaphysicians. So 
Kant died happy, and has b i o honoured ever «ince; 
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his doctrine hai even been proclaimed the official 
philosophy of the Nazi State. 


iii 

Philosophers, for the most part, are constitutionally 
timid, and dislike the unexpected. Few of them would 
be genuinely happy as pirates or burglars. Accord- 
ingly tlicy invent systems which make the future 
calculable, at least in its main outlines. The supreme 
practitilioner in this art was Hegel. For him the 
course of logic and the course of history were broadly 
identical. Logic, for him, consisted of a series of self- 
correcting attempts to describe the world. If your 
first attempt is too simple, as it is sure to be, you will 
find that it contradicts itself; you will then try the 
opposite, or “antithesis,” but this will arlso contradict 
itself. This leads y^ou to a “synthesis,” containing 
something of the original idea and something of its 
opposite, but more complex and Jess self-contradic- 
tory than cither. This new idea, however, will' also 
prove inadequate, and you will be driven, through 
its opposite, to a new synthesis. This process goes on 
until you reach the “Absolute Idea,” in which tlierc 
is no contradiction, and which, therefore, describes 
the, real world. 

But the real world, in Hegel as in Kant, is not the 
apparent world. The apparent world goes through 
developments which are the same as those that the 
logician goes through if he starts from* Pure Being 
and travels on to the Absolute Idea. Pure Bring is 

74 



philosophy’s ulterior motives 

exemplified by ancient China, of w^ich Hegel knew 
only that it had existed ; the Absolute Idea is exem- 
plified by the Prussian State, which had given Hegel 
a professorship at Berlin. Why the world should go 
through this logical evolution is not clear; one is 
tempted to suppose that tlic Absolute Idea did not 
quite understand itself at first, and made mistakes 
when it tried to embody itself in e\'ents. But 
this, of course, was not what Hegel would have 
said. 

Hegel’s system satisfied the instincts of philo- 
sophers more fully than any of its predecessors. It 
was so obscMrc that no amateurs could hope to 
understand it. It was optimistic, since histor>' is a 
progress in the unfolding of the Absolute Idea. It' 
showed that the philosopher, sitting in his study 
considering abstract ideas, can know more about the 
real world than the statesman or the historian or the 
man of science. As to this, it must be admitted, there 
was an unfortunate incident. Hcgcl published his 
proof that there must be exactly seven planets just a 
week before the discovery i)f the eighth. The matter 
was hushed up, and a new, revised cdiiioii was 
hastily prepared ; ' wc/ Lheless, there were some who 
si;ofIcd. Bui, ill spite of this contretemps^ HegcFs 
system was for a time tpumphant in Germany. 
When it had been almost forgotten in its native 
country, it began to control the universities of Great 
Britain and America. Now, however, its adherents 
are a small and rapidly diminishing band. No subse- 
quent grcat^systeni has taken its place in the aca- 
demic mind, and few bow dare to say that the 
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philosopher, byiincrc thinking without observation, 
can detect the errors of the man of science. 

Outside the universities, however, one last great 
system has arisen from Hegel’s ashes, and has kepi 
alive in wide circles the happy faith in the power of' 
thought which our professors have lost. This last 
survivor of an almost c'<tinct species is the doctrine of 
Karl Marx. Marx took over from Hegel the belief in 
dialectic — that is to say, in logical development by 
thesis, antithesis, and synthesis, shown in the course 
of human history and not only in abstract thought. 
To Hegel, at the head of his profession and revered 
by his coinpatrioLs, it was possible to regard the 
Prussian State as tJie goal towards which all previous 
efforts had been tending; but to Marx, poor, ill, 
and in exile, it was obvious that the world is not yet 
perfect. One more turn of' the dialectical wheel — 
that is to say, one more rcvolution^-is necessary 
before the attaiiinient of tlic inillenniuni. There can 
be no doubt that this revolution will take place, for 
Marx, like Hegel, regards history as a logical 
process, so that its stages are .is indubitable as 
arithineiic. Faith and hope thus find a place in 
Marxian doctrine. 

Most of Marx’s theory is independent of H(*gel, 
but the Hegelian element is important, since it con- 
tributes the certainty of victory and lh(^ feeling of 
being on the side of irresistible cosmic forces. Emo- 
tionally, belief in Hegelian dialectic, when it exists 
in those whose present circumstances arc unfor- 
tunate, is analogous to the Chrisiian oelief in the 
Second (’oining; but its supposed logical basis gives 
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il a hold on the head as well as the hpart. Its hold on 
the head is endangered not so much by bourgeois 
prejudice as by the empirical scientific temper, 
which refuses to suppose that we can know as much 
about the universe ;is the metaphysicians suppased. 
Perhaps empirical sobriety is so ^(licult that men 
will never preserve it except when they arc happy. 
If SO, the various irnitioual faiths of our time are a 
natural outcome of our self-imposed misfortunes, and 
a new’ era of metaphysics may be insj>ircd by new 
disasters. 


iv 

Philosophy is a stance in intellectual development, 
and is not compatible with mental maturity. In 
order that it may flourish, tradi^^ional doctrines must 
still be believed, but not so unquestioningly that 
arguments in support of them arc never sought; 
there m\i>\ also be a belief that important truths can 
be discovered by inciely thinking, without the aid 
of observation. This belief is true in pure mathe- 
matics, which has insi)ircd many of the great philo- 
sophers. It is true iiuilhcmatiis because that study 
is cs.<!entially verbal; it is not true cKcwIicre, because 
thought alone cannot estaf lish any non-verbal faqf. 
Savages and barbarians b#iievc in a magical con- 
nection between persons and ihcir names, which 
makes it dangerous to let an enemy know what they 
are called, llie disliiu tion between words and what 
they drsignStc is one which il is diflScult always to 
remember; metaphysicians like savages, are apt to 
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imagine a mag^al connection between words and 
things, or at any rate between syntax and world 
structure. Sentences have subjects and predicates, 
therefore the world consists of substances with attri- 
butes. Until very recently this argument was accepted 
as valid by almost all philosophers; or rathcj*, it 
controlled their opinions almost without their own 
knowledge. 

In addition to confusion between language and 
what it means, there is another source of the belief 
that the philosopher can find out facts by mere 
thinking; this is the conviction that the world must 
be ethically .satisfying. Dr. Pangios.s in his study can 
ascertain what soil of universe would, to lus way of 
thinking, be the best possible; he can also convince 
himself, so long as he stays in his study, that the 
universe means to satisfy his etliical demands. 
Bernard Busnnquct, until his death* one of the 
recognized leaders of British philosophy, maintained 
in his Logic, o.stensibly on logical grounds, that “it 
wotdd he hard to believe, for ex<niiple, in the likeli- 
hood of a catastrophe which should overwhelm a 
progressive civilization like that of modem Eumpe 
and its colonies.” Capacity to believe that tlie “laws 
of tliought” have comforting political consequences 
is, a mark of the philosophic bias. Philosrjphy, as 
opposed to science, springs from a kind of sclf- 
a.ssertioii : a belief that om* purposes have an impor- 
tant relation to the pur|Joses of the universe, and 
that, in tlie long run, the course of events is bound to 
be, on the v/hole, such as we should wish. Science 
abandoned this kind of optimism, but is being led 
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towards anotlici*: that we, by our intelligence, can 
make the world such as to satisfy a l&rgc proportion 
of our desires. This is a practical, as opposed to a 
metaphysical, optimism. I hope it will not seem to 
future generations as foolisli as tliat of Dr. Pangloss. 
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THE SUPERIOR VIRTUE OF 
THE OPPRESSED 


One of the persistent delusions of mankind is that 
some sections of the human race arc morally better 
or worse than others. This belief has many different 
forms, none of which has any rational basis. It is 
natural to think well of ourselves, and thence, if our 
mental processes are simple, of our sex, ou** class, our 
nation, and our aj^c. But among writers, especially 
moralists, a less direct expression of self-esteem is 
common. They tend to think ill of their neighbours 
and acquaintances, and therefore to think well of 
the sections of mankind to which they themselves do 
not belong. Lao-Tze admired the "^iirc men of 
old,’’ who lived before the ad\’erit of C-unfucian 
sophistication, Tacitus and Madame dc Stael 
admired the Germaii>i because they had no emperor. 
Locke thought well of the “intelligent Americair' 
because he was not led astray by CJartesian 
>opliistries. 

A lather curious ft>rm of this admiration for 
groups to which the admirer docs not belong is the 
•belief in the superior virtue of the oppressed : subject 
nations, the poor, women, and children. The 
eighteenth century', while conquering America from 
the Indians, reducing the peasantry' to the condition 
of pauper labourers, and introducing the cruelties of 
early industrialism, lovcd^ to sentinientidize about 
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the “noble savage” and the “simple annals of the 
poor."’ Virtue, it was said, was not* to be found in 
courts; but court ladies could almost secure it by 
masquerading as shepherdesses. And as fur the male 
sex; 


Happy the man whose wish and care 
A few paternal acrc.> bound. 

Nevertheless, for himself Pope preferred London and 
his villa at Twickenham.. 

At the French Revolution the superior virtue of 
the poor became a party question, and has remained 
so ever since 'Fo reactionaries they became the 
“rabble” or the “mob.” llie rich dlsc'o veered, with 
surprise, that some j)cople were so pool as not to own 
even “a few paternal acres.” Lilieral'i, hewev'er, still 
continued t^.) idealize tlie rural poor, w’hilc intcl- 
lerlual Socialists and C'ointnuni.sls did the same lor 
the urban proletariat— a lashion to which, since it 
only became irnpuitant in the twentieth century, I 
shall return later. 

Nationalism introduced, in the nineteenth cen- 
tury, a substitute for the noble savage— the patriot 
of an oppressed nadon The Greeks until they had 
achieved liberation ironi the 'J’urks, the Huiigaiians 
until the Ji/..i'/rirAof 1867, the Italians iiiiiii 1870, and 
the Poles until afier the 19. i-iS w'ar were regarded 
romantically as .lifted poetic races, loo iderilisuc to 
succeed in this wicked world. The Irish w'ere re- 
garded by the Faiglish as possessed of a special 
charm and ipyslical insight until lOCi, when it was 
found that the expense ol jrontinuing to oppress them 
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would be prohibitive. One by one these various 
nations rose to independence, and were found to be 
just like everybody else ; but the experience of those 
already liberated did nothing to destroy the illusion 
as regards tliosc who were still struggling. English 
old ladies still sentimentalize about the “wisdom of 
the East” and Amen :an intellectuals about the 
“earth consciousness’’ of the negro. 

Women, being the objects of the strongest emo- 
tions, have been viewed even more irrationally tlian 
the poor or the subject nations. 1 am thinking not of 
wdiiit poets ha\c to say but of the sober opinions of 
men who imagine ihcmseKcs rational. The Church 
had two opposite attitudes ; on the one hand, 
woman was the Temptress, who led monks and 
others into sin; on the other hand, she was capable 
of saintliness to an almost greater degree than man. 
'Jlieologicallv, the two Ivpcv were nipresenled by 
Eve and (lie Virgin. Iji the nineteenth ccntui 7 the 
tem])trcss fell into the backgiound; there w^crc, of 
course, ‘‘bad” ^v^nncn. but Virloriaii woi tines, un- 
]ik«* iSt. Augiisliiie «ujd his suecc£s(irs, would not 
admit that such sinners could tempt them, and did 
not like to acknowledge their existence. A kind of 
combination of the Madonna and (he lady of 
chivalr)'^ was created as the ideal of the ordinary 
rharried woman. She was ciclicule and dainty, she 
had a bloom which would be rul)bed oil' by contact 
w'itli the rough world, she had ideals which might 
be dimmed by ccmtact with wickedness; like the 
Celts and the Slav* and the noble savage, but to an 
even greater degree, she enjoyed a spiritual nature, 
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which made her the superior of man but unfitted her 
for business or politics or the control of her own 
fortune. This point of view is still not entirely extinct. 
Not long ajjo. in reply to a speech I had intide in 
favour of equal pay for c((Uiil work, an English 
schoolmaster sent me a pamphlet published by a 
schoolmasters’ association, setting forth the opposite 
opinion, which it supports with curious arguments. 
It says of woman ; “We gladly place her first as a 
spiritual force; wt acknowledge and reverence her as 
the ‘angelic part of humanity’ ; wc give her superiority 
in all the graces anil refinements W'(‘ arc capable of 
as human beii g?*; wc wi^h her to retain all her wit.- 
some womanly w’uys.” “I’his appeal”— that women 
should be content watlt lower rates of pay — “goes 
ft^rlh from us to them.” so we arc assured, ’‘in no 
selfish spirir, but out of respirt and devotion to our 
mothers, wlvc'^, sisters, and daughters. . , . Our 
purpose is a sacred one, ,i hmI sj^iritual crusade.” 

Eifty' or sixty years ago such language wT)uld have 
roused luj comment except on the part of a handful 
of feminists ; now, since women have acquired the 
vote, it has come to seem an anachronism. "J'he 
belief in their “spi* >un”’ superiority was part and 
parcel f»r the delennination to keep them inferior 
econoinically and politically. When men were 
worsted in this baltlc, iliev Had to respe* t women, 
and therefore gt ' c up offering them ""reverence” as 
a consolation for inlcriority. 

A somewhat similar dcvclopmenl has taken place 
in the adult view of children. Chiid'‘^'n, like women, 
were theologically wicked, especially among evan- 
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gelicals. They . were limbs of Satan, they were 
unregenerate; as Dr. Watts so admirably put it; 

One stroke of His almighty rod 
Can send young sinners quick to Hell. 

It was necessary that they should be “saved.” At 
Wesley’s school “a general conversion was once 
effected, . . . one poor boy only excepted, who 
unfortunately resisted the influence of the Holy 
Spirit, for which he was severely flogged. . . But 
during the nineteenth century, when parental 
authority, like that of kings and priests and husbanrls, 
felt itself threatened, subtler methods of quelling 
insubordination came into vogue. Children were 
“innocent” ; like good women they had a •'bloom” ; 
they must be protcTlcd from knowledge ol* evil Icsi 
their bloom should be lost. Moreover, they had a 
special kind of wisdom. Wordswf'rth iflade this view 
popular among English-speaking people. He first 
made it fashionable to credit children with 

High instincts before which our mortal nature 
Did trcinlde like a guilty thing surprised. 

No one ill the eighteenth century would ha\c said 
to his little ilaughter, unless she were dead : 

'J'hoii liest ill Ahrahain’s bosom all the year 
And worships'! at the temple’s inner shrine. 

But in the nineteenth century tliis view became quite 
common ; and respectable members of 'the Episcopal 
C’hurch — or even of the Catholic C’hurch — shame- 
r.4 
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Icssly ignored Original Sin to dally \\ith the fashion- 
able heresy that 

. . . trailing ( louds of glory do we come 
From God who is our home : 

Heaven lies about us in our infancy. 

This led to the usual development. It began to seem 
hardly right to spank a creature that was lying in 
Abraham’s bosom, or to- use t)ic rod rather than 
‘‘high instincts” to make it “tremble like a guilty 
thing sui-prljcd.” And so jiarcnts and schoolmasters 
found that liie pleamres they had dcri\ed from 
inllieling chastisement were being curtailed and a 
theory of education grew up which made it necessary 
to consider tlic child’s welfare, and not onI> the 
adult’s convenience and sense of power. 

I’hc only consolation the adults could allow them- 
selves was (he invention of a new ciiild ps>cholog\'. 
dhildicn, after being limbs of Satan in traditional 
theology and mystically illuminated angels in the 
minds of educatiaiial relbrrners, have reverted to 
being little devils — not theological demons inspired 
by the Evil One, ' 'it .scientific Freudian abomina- 
tions in.spircd by the IJiicoiisrious. 'I’hey arc, it must 
be said, far more wicked than thev were in the 
diatribes of the monks; they display, in modern 
textbooks, an ingenuity and persistence in sinful 
imaginings to which in the past there was nothing 
comparable except St. Anthony. Is all this the 
objective trifth at last? Or is it merely an adult 
imaginative compensation for being no loiigci 
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allowed to waljop the little pests? Let the Freudians 
answer, each for the others. 

As appears from the various instances that we 
have considered, the stage in which superior virtue 
is attributed to the oppressed is transient and un- 
stable. It begins only when the oppressors come to 
have a bad conscience, and this only happens when 
their power is no longer secure. The idealizing of 
the victim is useful for a time: if virtue is the greatest 
of goods, and if siibjectiori makes people virtuous, it 
is kind to refuse them power, since it would destroy 
their virtue. If it is difliciik for a rich man to enter 
tlie kingdom of hea\'en, it is a noble act on his part 
to keep his wealth and so imperil his eternal bliss for 
the boiirfit ol'his potucT brethren. It was a fine sclf- 
sacrifice on the part of men to relieve women of the 
dirty work of politics. And so on. But sooner or later 
the oi)presscd class will argue that its superior virtue 
is a rf'ason in favour of its haung power, and the 
oppressors w'ill find their own weapons turned 
against them. AVheii at last jjower has been equalized, 
it becomes apparent to c-very'body that all the talk 
abtmt superior virtue was nonsense, and that it was 
quite imiicccssary as a basis for the claim to ec|ualily. 

In regard to the Italians, tlic Hungarians, women, 
jind children, we have nm through the w'holc cycle. 
But we are still in the iriiddle f)f it in tlic case w'hich 
is of the most importance at the present time — 
namely, tliat of the proletariat. Admiration of the 
proletariat is veiy modern. The eighteenth century, 
w^hrn it praised “the poor,” thought always of the 
rural poor. JclTcrson\s democracy stopped short at 
8G 
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the urban mob; he wished America to remain a 
country of agriculturists. Admiration of the prole- 
tariat, like that of dams, power stations, and .aero- 
planes, is part of the ideology of the machine age, 
Considerctl in human tenns, it has as little in its 
favour as belief in C'cltic magic, the Slav soul, 
women’s intuition, and cliildreii's innorcucc. If it 
were indeed the ease th;u bad nourishment, little 
education, lack., of air and sunshine, unhealthy 
housing londilions, and ‘ iwerwork produce better 
people than arc proiUiccd by good nourishment, 
open .lir, adequate cclii< alioa and housing, and a 
re.'isonab]c aiiiouiil of lei.NUie, the whole case toi 
economic rci.oaslruction w«»uld collapse, and we 
could rejoice that such a large percentage of the' 
population cujf>ys the tojidiiious that make for 
virtue. But obvi<»iis as this argum(*nt is, many 
Socialist and Comiminist intellectuals consider it de 
rhiucur to pjci(*nd to Imd the jmiletariat more 
amiable thaji other pcoph', while professing a desire 
to aboIi.'*h the (oiiditioiis which, according to them, 
alone produce good human beings. Children were 
idealized hv Wctdsworih and un-idcalized by 
Freufl. Marx was ine Woiclsworth of the proletariat ; 
its Ficud is still to t,ome. 
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Oim age is the most p.trochial since Homer. I speak 
not of any geographical parish: the inhabitants of 
Mudcombc-in-the-Mcer are more aware than at any 
former time of what is being done and thought at 
Praha, at Gorki, tir at Peiping. It is in the chrono- 
logical sense that we arc parochial: as the new 
names conceal the historic cities of Prague, Nijni- 
Novgorod, and Pekin, so new catchwords hide from 
us the thoughts and feelings of our ancestors, even 
' when they differed little from our owm. We imagine 
ourselves at the apex of intelligence, and cannot 
believe that the quaint clothes a^d cumbrous 
phrases of former times can have invested people and 
thoughts that are still worthy of our attention. If 
Ifatniet is to be interesting h) a really modern reader, 
it mast first be translated into the language of Marx 
or of Freud, or, better still, into a jargon inconsist- 
ently compounded of both. I read some years ago a 
contemptuous review of a book by Santayana, men- 
tioning an essay on Hamlet “dated, in every .sense, 
I0o8” — as if what has been discovered sinc.c then 
made any earlier appreciation of Shakespeare 
irrelevant and comparatively superficial. It did not 
occur to the reviewer that his review was “dated, in 
every sense, 193G.” Or perhaps this ^thought did 
occur to him, and filled him with satisfaction. He 
was writing for the moment, not for all time; next 
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year he will have adopted the n^w fashion in 
opinions, whatever it may be, and he no doubt 
hopes to remain up to date as long as he continues 
to write. Any other ideal for a writer would seem 
absurd and old-fashioned to the modern-minded 
man. 

The desire to be conteniporai*y is of course new 
only in degree; it has existed to some extent in all 
previous periods that believed themselves to be pro- 
gressive. The Renaissance' had a contempt for the 
Gothic centuries that had preceded it; the seven- 
tcrenth and eighteenth centuries co/cred priceless 
mosaics with whitewash; the Romantic movement 
despised the age of the heroic couplet. Eighty 
years ago I^ecky reproached my mother for being 
led by intellectual fashion to oppose fox-hiinling : 
am sure,’' he wrote, ‘Sou arc not really at all senti- 
mental about foxes or at all shocked at the prettiest 
of all the assertions of w’omen’s rights, riding across 
country. But you always look upon pulitics and 
intellect as a fierce race and arc so dreadfully afraid 
of not being suflicicntly advanced or intellectual.” 
But in none of these former times was the contempt 
for the past ncaily a* complete as it is now. From the 
Renaissance to the end of the eighteenth century 
men admired Roman ai iquity; the Romantig 
movement revh’cd the Middle Ages; my incihcr, 
for all her belief in nineteenth-century progress, 
constantly read Shakespeare and Milton. It is only 
since the war that it has bi;en fashionable 

to ignore the past rn bloc. 

The belief that fashion done should dominate 
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opinion has ^eat advantages. It makes thought 
unnecessary and puts the highest intelligence within 
the reach of everyone. It is not difficult to Icam the 
correct use of such words as “complex,” “sadism,” 
“Oedipus,” “bourgeois,” “deviation,” “left”; and 
nothing more is needed to make a brilliant writer or 
talker. Some, at least, of such words represented 
much thought on the part of their inventors; like 
paper money tliey were originally convertible into 
gold. But they have become for most people incon- 
vertible, and in depreciating have increased nominal 
wealth in ideas. And so wc are enabled to despise the 
paltry intellectual fortunes of former times. 

The modern-minded man, although he believes 
profoundly in the wisdom of liis period, must be 
presumed to be very modest about his personal 
powers. His highest hope is to think first what is 
about to be thought, to say what is a^out to be said, 
and to feel what is about to be felt; he has no wish 
to think better thoughts than his neighbours, to say 
things showing more insight, or to have emotions 
w^hich are not those of some fashionable group, but 
only to be slightly ahead of others in point of time. 
Quite deliberately he suppresses what is individual 
in himself for the sake of the admiration of the herd. 
^ mentally solitary life, such as that of Copernicus, 
or Spinoza, or Milton after the Restoration, seems 
pointless according to modem standards. Copernicus 
should have delayed his advocacy of the Copernican 
system until it could be made fashionable ; Spinoza 
should have been either a good Jew or a good 
Christian; Milton should have moved with the 
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times, like Cromwell’s widow, who a^kcd Charles II 
for a pension on the ground that she did not agree 
with her husband's politics. Why should an in^vi- 
dual set himself up as an independent judge? Is it 
not clear that wisdom resides in the blood of the 
Nordic race or, alternatively, in the proletariat? 
And in any case what is the use of an eccentric 
opinion, which never can hope to conquer the great 
agencies of publicity? 

The money rewards "and widespread though 
ephemeral fame wliich those agencies have made 
possible places temptations in the way of able men 
which arc diflicult to resist. To be pointed out, 
admired, mentioned constantly in the press, and 
offered easy ways ol" earning much money is highly ‘ 
agre.cable; and when all tliis is open to a man, he 
finds it dilHcult to go on doing the work that he 
himself thinks best and Ls inclined to subordinate 
his judgment to the general opinion. 

Various other factors roiifribute to this result. One 
of tliesc is the rapidity of progress which has made it 
difficult to do work which will not soon be super- 
seded. Newton lasted till Einstein; Einstein is 
already rcgardal oy many .is antiquated. Hardly 
any man of science, nowadays, sits down to write a 
great work, because he 1 'ows tliat, while he h 
writing it, others will disco /cr new things tha; will 
make it obsolete before it appears. The emotional 
tone of the world changes with expial rapidity, as 
wars, depressions, and revolutions cliasc each other 
across the stage. And public event', impinge upon 
private lives more forcibly than in former days. 
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Spinoza, in spite of his heretical opinions, could 
continue to sell spectacles and meditate, even when 
his< country was invaded by foreign enemies ; if he 
had lived now, he would in all likelihood have been 
conscripted or put in prison. For these reasons a 
greater energy of personal conviction is required to 
lead a man to stand out against the current of his 
time than would have been necessary in any previous 
period since the Renaissance. 

The change has, however, a deeper cause. In 
former days men wished to serve God. When Milton 
wanted to exercise “that one talent which is death 
to hide,'’ he felt that his soul was “bent to serve 
therewith my Maker.” Every reh’giously minded 
artist was convinced that God's aesthetic judgments 
coincided with his own; he had therefore a reason, 
independent of popular applause, for doing what he 
considered his best, even if his st)^c was out of 
fashion. The man of science in pursuing truth, even 
if he came into conflict witli current superstition, 
was still setting forth the wonders of Creation and 
bringing men’s imperfect belief more nearly into 
harmony with God’s perfect knowledge. Every 
serious worker, whether artist, philosopher, or 
astronomer, believed that in following his ovra con- 
victions he was serving God’s purposes. When with 
Uie progress of enlightenment this belief began to 
grow dim, there still remained the True, the Good, 
and the Beautiful. Non-hunian standards were still 
laid up in heaven, even if heaven had no topo- 
graphical existence. 

7’hroughout the nineteenth century the True, the 
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Good, and the Beautiful preserved tjieir precarious 
existence in the minds of earnest atheists. But their 
very earnestness was their undoing, since it made it 
impossible for them to stop at a halfway house. 
Pragmatists explained that Truth is whut it pays to 
bdieve. Historians of morals reduced the Good to a 
matter of tribal custom. Beauty was abolished by the 
artists in a revolt against the sugary insipidities of a 
philistine epoch and in a mood of fury in which 
satisfaction is to be derived only from what hurts. 
And so the world was swept clear not only of God as 
a person but of God’s essence as .'in ideal to which 
man owed an ideal allegiance; while the individual, 
as a result of a crude and uncritical interpretation of 
sound doctrines, was left without any innri defence 
against social pressure. 

.\11 movements go too far, and this is certainly 
true of the movement toward subjectivity, which 
began with Luther and Descartes as an assertion of 
the individual and has culminated by an inherent 
logic in his complete subjection. The .subjectivity of 
truth is a hasty doctrine not validly deducible from 
the premisses which liavc been thought to imply it ; 
and the habits of ^ .nturics have made many tilings 
seem dependent upon theological belief which in 
fact are not so. Men lived '•■ ith one kind of illusion^ 
and when they lost it they C.11 into another. But it is 
not by old error that new error can be combated. 
Detachment and objectivity, both in thought and in 
feeling, have been historically but not logically 
associated with certain traditional beliefs; to pre- 
serve them without these hrliefs is both possible and 
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important. A certain degree of isolation both in 
space and time is essential to generate the indepen- 
dence required for the most important work; there 
must be something which is felt to be of more 
importance than the admiration of the contem- 
porary crowd. We are suITering not from the decay 
of theological beliefs but from the loss of solitude. 
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VII 


AN OUTLINE OF INTELLECTUAL 
RUBBISH 


Man is a rational animal— so at least I have been 
told. Throughout a long life, I have looked diligently 
for evidence in favour of this statement, but so far 
I have not had the good fortune to come across it, 
though I have searched in many countries spread 
over three continents. On the contrary, I have seen 
the world pliirging continually further into madness. 
I have seen great nations, formerly leaders of 
civilization, led astray by preachers of bombastic 
nonsense. I have seen cruelty, persecution, and 
superstition increasing by leaps and bounds, until 
we have almost reached the point where praise of 
rationality is held to mark a man js an old fogey 
regrettably surviving from a bygone age. All this is 
depressing, but gloom is a useless emotion. In order 
to escape from it, T have been driven to study the 
past with more attention than I had formerly 
given to it, and hav- I’ound, as Enasmus found, that 
folly is perennial and yet the human race has sur- 
vived. The follies of our own limes arc easier to bear 
when they arc seen against .he background of past, 
follies. In what follows I shall mix the sillinesses of 
our day with those of former centuries. Perhaps the 
result may help in seeing our own times in perspec- 
tive, and as i^ol much worse than other ages that 
our ancestors lived through without ultimate disaster. 
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Aristotle, so far as 1 know, was the first man to 
proclaim explicitly that man is a rational animal. 
His reason for this view was one which does not now 
seem very impressive ; it was, that some people can 
do sums. He thought that there are three kinds of 
soul: the vegetable soul, possessed by all living 
things, both plants and animals, and concerned only 
with nourishment and growth; the animal soul, 
concerned with locomotion, and shared by man 
with the lower animals^ and finally the rational 
soul, or intellect, which is the Divine mind, but in 
which men participate to a greater or less degree 
in proportion to their wisdom. It is in virtue of the 
intellect that man is a rational animal. The intellect 
is shown in various w'ays, but most emphatically by 
mastery of arithmetic. The Greek system of numerals 
was very bad, so that the multiplication table was 
quite difficult, and complicated calculations could 
only be made by very clever people. N<jw-a-days, 
however, calculating machines do sums better than 
even the cleverest people, yet no one contends that 
these useful instruments are immortal, or work by 
divine inspiration. As arithmetic has grown easier, it 
has come to be less respected. I’hc consequence is 
that, though many philosophers continue to tell us 
what fine fellows we are, it is no longer on account 
•of our arithmetical skill that they praise us. 

Since the fashion of the age no longer allows us 
to point to calculating boys as evidence that man is 
rational and the soul, at least in part, immortal, let 
us look elsewhere. Where shall we look first? Shall 
we look among eminent; statesmen, who have so 
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triumphantly guided the world into its present 
condition? Or shall we choose the men of letters? 
Or the philosophers? All these have their claims, 
but I think we should begin with those whom all 
right-thinking people acknowledge to be tlie wisest 
as well as the best of men, namely the clergy. If 
th^ fail to be rational, what hope is there for us lesser 
mortals? And alas — ^though I say it with all due 
respect — there have been times when their wisdom 
has not been very obvious; and, strange to say, these 
were especially the times when the power of the 
clergy was greatest. 

The Ages ol' Faith, which arc praised by our neo- 
scholastics, were the time when the clergy had 
things all their own Wtiy. Daily life was lull of* 
miracles WTought by saints and wizardry perpetrated 
by devils and necromancers. Many thousands of 
witches were burnt at the stake. Men’s sins were 
punished by pestilence and famine, by earthquake, 
flood, and fire. And yet, strange to say, they were 
even more sinful than they are now-a-days. Very 
little was known scientifically about the world. 
A few learned men remembered Greek proofs that 
the earth is rouiu., but mo''.t people made fun of 
the notion that there are antipodes. 1 o suppose 
that there are human lieir'-p; at the antipodes was 
heresy. It was generally held (though modem CatluA 
lies take a milder view) that the immense majority 
of mankind are damned. Dangers w'cre held to lurk 
at every turn. Dcvals would settle on the food that 
monks were ttbout to eat, and would take possession 
of the bodies of incaiitionr feeders who omitted to 
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make the sign of the Cross before each mouthful. 
Old-fashioned ^ople still say “bless you” when one 
sneezes, but they have forgotten the reason for the 
custom. The reason was that people were thought 
to sneeze out their souls, and before their souls 
could get back lurking demons were apt to enter the 
un-souled body ; but if any one said “God bless you,” 
the demons were frightened off. 

Throughout the last 400 years, during which 
the growth of science has gradually shown men 
how to acquire knowledge of the ways of nature 
and mastery over natural forces, the clergy have 
fought a losing battle against science, in astronomy 
and geology, in anatomy and physiology, in biology 
and psychology and sociology. Ousted from one 
position, they have taken up another. After being 
worsted in astronomy, they did their best to prevent 
the rise of gCf)U)gy; they fought agaitfil Darwin in 
biology, and at the present time they fight against 
scientihe theories of psychology and education. At 
each stage,., they try to make the public forget their 
earlier obscurantism, in order that their present 
obscurantism may not be recognized for what it is. 
Let us note a few instances of irrationalily among 
the clergy since the rise of science, and then inquire 
whether the rest of mankind are any better. 

’’ When Benjamin Franklin invented the lightning- 
rod, the clergy, both in England and America, with 
the enthusiastic support of George III, condemned 
it as an impious attempt to defeat die will of God. 
For, as all right-thinking people werd' aware, light- 
ning is sent by God to punish impiety or some other 
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grave sin — the virtuous are never struck by lightning. 
Therefore if God wants to strike any Vine, Benjamin 
Franklin ought not to defeat His design; indeed^to 
do so is helping criminals to escape. But God was 
equal to the occasion, if we are to believe the 
eminent Dr. Price, one of the leading divines of 
Boston. Lightning having been rendered ineffectual 
by the “iron points invented by the sagacious Dr. 
Franklin,” Massachusetts was sh^en by earthquakes, 
which Dr. Price perceived .to be due to God’s wrath 
at the “iron points.” In a sennon on the subject 
he .said, “In Boston arc more erected tlian elsewhere 
in New England, and Boston seems to be moie 
dreadfully shaken. Oh! there is no getting out of 
the mighty hand of God.” Apparently, however. 
Providence gave up all hope of curing Boston of its 
wickedness, for, though lightning-rods became more 
and more common, earthquakes in Massachusetts 
have remained rare. Nevertheless, Dr. Price’s point 
of view, or something very like it, was still held by 
one of the most influential men of recent times. When, 
at one time, there were several bad earthquakes in 
India, Mahatma Gandhi solemnly warned his com- 
patriots that these disasters had been sent as a 
punishment for their sins. 

Even in my own native island this point of view 
still cxists.During thci9i4-i8war, the British Govern-* 
ment did much to stimulate the production of food 
at home. In igi6, when things were not going well, a 
Seottish elergyman wrote to the newspapers to say 
that military failure was due to the fact that, with 
government sanction, potatoes had been planted on 

99 



UNPOPULAR ESSAYS 

the Sabbath. However, disaster was averted, owing 
to the fact thai the Germans disobeyed all &e Ten 
Commandments, and not only one of them. 

Sometimes, if pious men arc to be believed, God’s 
mercies are curiously selective. Toplady, the author 
of Rock of AgeSi moved from one vicarage to another ; 
a week after the move, the vicarage he had 
formerly occupied burnt down, with great loss to 
the new vicar. Thereupon Toplady thanked God; 
but what the new vicar did is not known. Borrow, 
in his Bible in Spain, records how without mishap 
he crossed a mountain pass infested by bandits. 
The next party to cross, however, were set upon, 
robbed, and some of them murdered ; when Borrow 
heard of this, he, like Toplady, thanked God. 

Although we are taught the Copern ican astronomy 
in our text books, it has not yet penetrated to our 
religion or our morals, and has not e!^cn succeeded 
in destroying belief in astrology. People still think 
that the Divine Flan has special reference to human 
beings, and that a special Providence not only looks 
after the good, but also punishes the wicked. I am 
sometimes shocked by the blasphemies of those who 
think themselves pious — ^for instance, the nuns who 
never take a bath without wearing a bathrobe all 
the time. When asked why, since no man can see 
H.hem, they reply: “Oh, but you forget the good 
God.” Apparently they conceive of the Deity as a 
Peeping Tom, whose omnipotence enables Him to 
sec through bathroom walls, but who Is foiled by 
bathrobes. This view strikes me as curious. 

The whole conception* of “Sin” is one which I 
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find very puzzling, doubdess owing to my sinful 
nature. If “Sin” consisted in causing needless 
suffering, I could understand; but on the contrary, 
sin often consists in avoiding needless suffering. Some 
years ago, in the English House of Lords, a Bill was 
introduced to legalize euthanasia in cases of painful 
and incurable disease. The patient’s consent was to 
be necessary, as well as several medical certificates. 
To me, in my simplicity, it would seem natural to 
require the patient’s consent, but the late Arch- 
bishop of Canterbury, the English official expert on 
Sin, explained the erroneousness of such a view. The 
patient’s consent turns euthanasia into suicide, and 
suicide is sin. Their Lordships listened to the voice 
of authority, and rejected Ae Bill. Consequently, * 
to please the Archbishop — and his God, if he reports 
truly — ^victims of cancer still have to endure months 
of wholly useless agony, unless their doctors or 
nurses arc sufficiently humane to risk a charge of 
murder. I find difficulty in tlie conception of a God 
who gets pleasure from contemplating such tortures ; 
and if there were a God capable of such wanton 
cruelty, I should rertiinly not think Him worthy 
of worship. But that only proves how sunk I am in 
moral depravity. 

1 am equally puzzled b\ the things that are sin 
and by the tilings that are not. \Vhcn the Society 
for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals asked the 
Pope for his support, he refused it, on the ground 
that human beings owe no duty to the lower animals, 
and that ill-treating animals is not sinful. This is 
because animals have no*so:'ls. On the other hand, 
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it is wicked marry your deceased wife’s sister — 
so at least the Church teaches — ^however much you 
and she may wish to marry. This is not because of 
any unhappiness that might result, but because of 
certain texts in the Bible. 

The resurrection of the body, which is an article 
of the Apostle’s Creed, is a dogma which has various 
curious consequences. There was an author not very 
many years ago, who had an ingenious method of 
calculating the date of the end of the world. He 
argued that there must be enough of the necessary 
ingredients of a human body to provide everybody 
with the requisites at the Last Day. By carefully 
calculating die available raw material, he decided 
that it would all have been used up by a certain date. 
When that date comes, the world must end, since 
otherwise the resurrection of the ^ body would 
become impossible. Unfortunately, I have for- 
gotten what the date was, but 1 believe it is not 
very distant. 

St. Thomas Aquinas, the official philosopher of 
the Catholic Church, discussed lengthily and seri- 
ously a very grave problem, which, I fear, modem 
theologians unduly neglect. He imagines a cannibal 
who has never eaten anything but human flesh, and 
jvhose father and mother before him had like 
propen-sities. Every particle of his body belongs 
rightfully to someone else. We cannot suppose that 
those who have been eaten by cannibals are to go 
short through all eternity. But, if not, what is left for 
the cannibal? How is he to be properly roasted in 
hell, if all his body is restored to its original owners? 
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This is a puzzling question, as th^ Saint rightly 
perceives. 

In this connection the orthodox have a curious 
objection to cremation, whicli seems to show an 
insufficient realization of God’s omnipotence. It is 
thought that a body which has been burnt will be 
more difficult for Him to collect togedier again than 
one which has been put underground and trans- 
formed into worms. No doubt collecting the particles 
from the air and undoing the chemical work of 
combustion would be somewhat laborious, but it is 
surely blasphemous to suppose such a work impossible 
for the Deity. I conclude that the objection to 
cremation implies grave heresy. But I doubt whether 
my opinion will carry much weight with the orthodox. ‘ 

It was only very slowly and reluctantly that the 
Church sanctioned the dissection of corpses in con- 
nection with the study of medicine. The pioneer in 
dissection was Vesalius, who was Court physician to 
the Emperor Charles V. His medical skill led the 
Emperor to protect him, but after the Emperor was 
dead he got into trouble. A corpse which he was 
dissecting was said to have shown signs of life under 
the knife, and he was accused of murder. The 
Inquisition was induced by King Philip II to take 
a lenient view, and only . :.ntenccd him to a pil- 
grimage to the Holy Land. On the way home he 
was shipwrecked and died of exhaustion. For 
centuries after tills time, medical students at the 
Papal University in Rome were only allowed to 
operate on lay figures, from which the sexual parts 
were omitted. 
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' The sacredness of corpses is a wide-spread belief. 
It was carried furthest by the Egyptians, among 
whom it led to the practice of mummification. It 
still exists in full force in China. A French surgeon 
who was employed by the Chinese to teach Western 
medicine, relates that his demand for corpses to 
dissect was received with horror, but he was assured 
that he could have instead an unlimited supply of 
live criminals. His objection to this alternative was 
totally unintelligible to his Chinese employers. 

Although there are many kinds of sin, seven of 
which are deadly, the most fruitful field for Satan’s 
wiles is sex. The orthodox Catholic doctrine on this 
subject is to be found in St. Paul, St. Augustine, and 
St. Thomas Aquinas. It is best to be celibate, but 
those who have not the gilt of continence may marry. 
Intercourse in marriage is not sin, provided it is 
motivated by desire for offspring. All intercourse 
outside marriage is sin, and so is intercourse within 
marriage if any measures arc adopted to prevent 
conception. Interruption of pregnancy is sin, even 
if, in medical opinion, it is the only way of saving 
the mother’s life ; for medical opinion is fallible, and 
God can always save a life by miracle if He sees fit. 
(This view Is embodied in the law of Connecticut.) 
Venereal disease is God's punishment for sin. It is 
true that, through a guilty husband, this punishment 
may fall on an innocent woman and her children, 
but this is a mysterious dispensation of Providence 
which it would be impious to question. We must 
also not inquire why venereal disease was not 
divinely instituted until 'the time of Columbus. 
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Since it is the appointed penalty for sin, all measures 
for its avoidance are also sin — excejlt, of course, a 
virtuous life. Marriage is nominally indissoluble, 
but many people who seem to be married are not. 
In the case of influential Catholics, some ground for 
nullity can often be found, but for the poor there is 
no such outlet, except perhaps in cases of impotence. 
Persons who divorce and remarry are guilty of 
adultery in the sight of God. 

The phrase “in the sight of God’’ puzzles me. 
One would suppose that God sees everything, but 
apparently this Lc a mistake. He dors not see Reno, 
for you cannot be divorced in the sight of God. 
Register oflices are a doubtful point. I notice that 
respectable people, who would not call on anybody, 
who lives in open sin, are quite willing to call on 
people who have had only a civil marriage; so 
apparently God does see register offices. 

Some eminent men think even the doctrine of the 
Catholic Church deplorably lax where sex is con- 
cerned. Tolstoy and Mahatma Gandhi, in their 
old age, laid it down that all sexual intercourse is 
wicked, even in marriage and with a view to ofispring. 
The Manicheans thought likewise, relying upon 
men's native sinfulness to supply them with a 
continually fresh crop of -lisciples. This doctrine, 
however, is heretical, though it is equally heretical 
to maintain that marriage is as praiseworthy as 
celibacy. Tolstoy thinks tobacco almost as bad as 
sex; in one of his novels, a man who is contemplating 
murder smokbs a cigarette first in order to generate 
the necessary homicidal* fi'ty Tobacco, however, 
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is not prohibited in the Scriptures, though, as 
Samuel Butler'points out, St. Paul would no doubt 
haye denounced it if he had known of it. 

It is odd that neither the Church nor modem 
public opinion condemns petting, provided it stops 
short at a certain point. At what point sin begins 
is a matter as to which casuists differ. One eminently 
ortliodox Catholic divine laid it down that a con- 
fessor may fondle a nun’s breasts, provided he 
does it without evil intent. But I doubt whether 
modem authorities would agree with him on this 
point. 

Modern morals arc a mixture of two elements: 
on the one hand, rational precepts as to how to 
. live together peaceably in a society, and on the other 
hand traditional taboos derived originally from 
some ancient superstition, but proximatcly from 
sacred books, Christian, MohammedJin, Hindu, or 
Buddliist. To some extent the two agree; the pro- 
hibition of murder and theft, for instance, is sup- 
ported both by human reason and by Divine com- 
nuind. But the prohibition of pork or beef has only 
scriptural authority, and that only in certain reli- 
gious. It is odd that modem men, who are aware of 
what science has done in the way of bringing new 
knowledge and altering the conditions of social life, 
should still be willing to accept the authority of 
texts embodying tlie outlook of very ancient and 
very ignorant pastoral or agricultural tribes. It is 
discouraging that many of the precepts whose sacred 
character is thus uncritically acknowledged should 
be such as to inflict much wholly unnecessary 
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misery. If men’s kindly impulses were stronger, 
they would find some way of explaining that these 
precepts are not to be taken literally, any more 
than the command to “sell all that thou hast and 
give to the poor.” 

There arc logical difficulties in the notion of Sin. 
We are told tliat Sin consists in disobedience to 
God’s commands, but we are also told that God is 
omnipotent. If He is, nothing contrary to His will 
can occur; therefore when the sinniT disobeys His 
commands. He must have intended this to happen. 
St. Augustine boldly accepts tliis view, and asserts 
that men are led to sin by a blindness with which 
God afflicts them. But most theologians, in modem 
times, have, fell that, if God causes men to sin, it* 
is not fair to send them to hell for what they cannot 
help. We arc told that sin consists in acting contrary 
to God’s will. Tills, however, docs not get rid of 
the difficulty. Tho.se who, like Spinoza, take God’s 
omnipotence seriously, deduce that there can be no 
such thing as sin. This leads to frightful results. 
What! said Spinoza’s contemporaries, was it not 
wicked of Nero tf) murder his mother? Was it not 
wicked of Ad.om to cal the apple? Is one action just 
as good as another? Spinoza wriggles, but does not 
find any satisfactory answc*. If everything happens 
in accordance with God’s will, God must have 
wanted Nero to murder his mother, therefore, 
since God is good, the murder must have been 
a good thing. From tills argument there is no 
escape. 

On the other hand, tfiosv who are in earnest in 
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thinking that ^ is disobedience to God are com- 
pelled to say that God is not omnipotent. This 
gets out of all the logical puzzles, and is the view 
adopted by a certain school of liberal theologians. 
It has, however, its own difficulties. How are we 
to know what really is God's will? If the forces of 
evil have a certain share of power, they may deceive 
us into accepting as Scripture what is really their 
work. This was the view of the Gnostics, who thought 
that the Old Testament was the work of an evil 
spirit. 

As soon as we abandon our own reason, and are 
content to rely upon authority, there is no end 
to our troubles. Whose authority? The Old Testa- 
ment? The New Testament? The Koran? In practice, 
people choose the book considered sacred by the 
community in which they arc bom, and out of that 
book they choose the parts they like,^ ignoring the 
others. At one time, the most influential text in 
the Bible was: “Thou shalt not suffer a witch to 
live.” Now-a-days, people pass over this text, in 
silence if possible; if not, with an apology. And so, 
even when we have a sacred book, we still choose 
as truth whatever suits our own prejudices. No 
Catholic, for instance, takes seriously the text 
which says that a Bishop should be the husband of 
one wife. 

People’s beliefs have various causes. One is that 
there is some evidence for the belief in question. 
We apply this to matters of fact, such as “what is 
so-and-so’s telephone number?” or ‘^vho won the 
World Series?” But as soon as it comes to anything 
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more debatable, the causes of belief become less 
defensible. We believe, first and foremost, what 
makes us feel that we are fine fellows. Mr. Homo, 
if he has a good digestion and a sound income, 
thinks to himself how much more sensible he is 
than his neighbour so-and-so, who married a flighty 
wife and is always losing money. He thinks how 
superior his city is to the one 50 miles away : it has 
a bigger Chamber of Commerce and a more enter- 
prising Rotary Club, and. its mayor has never been 
in prison. He thinks how immeasurably his country 
surpasses all others. If he is an Englishman, he 
thinks of Shakespeare and Milton, or of Newton and 
Darwin, or of Nelson and ^V'ell^ngtoll, according 
to his temperament. If he is a Frenchman, he, 
congratulates himself on the fact that for centuries 
•France has led the world in culture, fashions, and 
cookery If he is a Russian, he reflects that he belongs 
to the only nation which is truly international. If 
he is a Yugoslav, he boasts of his nation’s pigs; if 
a native of the Principality of Monaco, he boasts 
of leading the world in the matter of gambling. 

But these arc not the only matters on which he has 
to congratulate himself. For is he not an individual 
of the species homo ipisnsl Alone among animals he 
has an immortal soul, and is rationsd; he knows 
the difference between good and evil, and htu 
Icamt the multiplication table. Did not God make 
him in His own image? And was not everything 
created for man’s convenience? The sun was made 
to light the day, and the moon to light the night — 
though the moon, by some oversight, only shines 
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during half the nocturnal hours. The raw finits 
of the earth were made for human sustenance. Even 
the white tails of rabbits, according to some theo- 
logians, have a purpose, namely to make it easier 
for sportsmen to shoot them. There are, it is true, 
some inconveniences : lions and tigers are too fierce, 
the summer is too hot, and the winter too cold. 
But these things only began after Adam ate the 
apple; before that, all animals were vegetarians, 
and the season wa.s always spring. If only Adam had 
been content with peaches and nectarines, grapes 
and pears and pineapples, these blessings would 
still be ours. 

Self-importance, individual or generic, is the 
, source of most of our religious beliefs. Even Sin is 
a conception derived from self-importance. Borrow 
relates how he met a Welsh preacher who was 
always melancholy. By sympathetic questioning 
he was brought to conless the source <5f his sorrow : 
that at the age of seven he had committed the Sin 
agiiinst the Holy Ghost. “My dear fellow,” said 
Borrow, “don’t let that trouble you; I know dozens 
of people in like case. Do not imagine yom-self cut 
off from the rest of mankind by this occurrence; 
if you inquire, you will find multitudes who suffer 
from the satnc misfortune.” From that moment, the 
man was cured. He had enjoyed feeling singular, 
but there was no pleasure in being one of a herd of 
sinners. Most sinners are rather less egotistical ; but 
theologians undoubtedly enjoy the feeling that Man 
is the special object of God’s wrath, as well as of His 
love. After the Fall, so Milton assures us — 
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The Sun 

Had first his precept so to move, so shine, 

As might affect the Esurth with cold and heat 
Scarce tolerable, and from the North to call 
Decrepit Winter, from the South to bring 
Solstitial summer’s heat. 

However disagreeable the results may have been, 
Adam could hardly help feeling flattered that such 
vast astronomical phenomena should be brought 
about to teach !nm a lesson. ITie whole of theology, 
in regard to hell no less than to heaven, takes it for 
granted that Man is what is of most importance in 
the Universe of created beings. Since all theologians 
arc men, this postulate has met with little opposition. 

Since evolution became fashionable, the glorifica- 
tion of Man has taken a new form. We arc told 
that evolution has btien guided by one great Purpose : 
through the millions of years when there were only 
slime, or trilobitcs, tlnoiighout the ages of dinosaurs 
and giant ferns, of bees and wild flowers, God was 
preparing the Great Climax. At last, in the fulness 
of time, He produced Man, including such specimens 
as Nero and Caligula, Hitler and Mussolini, whose 
transcendent glory justified the long painful process. 
For my part, I fina even eternal damnation less 
incredible, and certainly less ridiculous, than this 
lame and impotcnl conclusi -n which we are asked* 
to admire as the supreme effort of Omnipotence. 
And if God is indeed omnipotent, why could He 
not have produced the glorious result without such 
a long and tedious prologue? 

Apart from the questiou whether Man is really so 
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glorious as the theologians of evolution say he is, 
there is the fidrther difficulty that life on this planet 
is .almost certainly temporary. The earth will grow 
cold, or the atmosphere will gradually fly oif, or 
there will be zin insufficiency of water, or, as Sir 
James Jeans genially prophesies, the sun will burst 
and all the planets will be turned into gas. Which 
of those will happen first, no one knows; but in 
any case the human race will ultimately die out. 
Of course, such an event of little importance fiom 
the point of view of orthodox theology, since men 
are immortal, and will continue to exist in heaven 
and hell when none arc left on earth. But in that 
case why bother about terrestrial developments? 
Those who lay stress on the gradual progress firom 
the primitive slime to Man attach an importance 
to this mundane sphere which should make them 
shrink from the conclusion that all life on earth is 
only a brief interlude between the nSbula and the 
eternal frost, or perhaps between one nebula and 
another. The importance of Man, which is the one 
indispensable dogma of the theologians, receives 
no support from a scientific view of the future of the 
solar system. 

There are many other sources of false belief 
besides self-importance. One of these is love of the 
vnarvellous. I knew at one time a scientifically 
minded conjuror, who used to perform his tricks 
before a small audience, and then get them, each 
separately, to write down what they had seen 
happen. Almost always they wrote d6wn something 
much more astonishing than the reality, and usually 


II3 



AN OUTLINE OF INTELLECTUAL RUBBISH 

something which no conjuror could have achieved; 
yet they all thought they were reporting truly what 
they had seen with their own eyes. This sort of 
falsification is still more true of rumours. A tells* B 
that last night he saw Mr. , the eminent pro- 

hibitionist, slightly the worse for liquor; B tells C 
that A saw the good man reeling drunk, C teUs D 
that he was picked up unconscious in the ditch,' 
D tells £ that he is well known to pass out every 
evening. Here, it is true, mother motive comes in, 
namely malice. We like to think ill of our neighbours, 
and are prepared to liclicve the worst on very little 
evidence. But even where there is no such motive, 
what is marvellous is readily believed unless it goes 
against some strong prejudice. All history imtil the 
eighteenth century is full of prodigies and wonders 
which modem historians ignore, not because they 
are less well attested tlian facts which the historians 
accept, but because modem taste among the learned 
prefers what science regards as probable. Shakespeare 
relates how on the night before Caesar was killed, 

A common slave — you know him well by sight — 
Held up his left hand, which did flame and bum 
Like twenty ton.hes join’d; and yet his hand, 

Not sensible of fire, remain’d unscorch’d. 

Besides— I have not since put up my sword — 
Against the Capitol I met a lion. 

Who glar’d upon me, and went surly by, 

Without annoying me; and there were drawn 
Upon a heap a hundr^ ghastly women, 
Transformed with their fear, who swore they saw 
Men all in fire walk upland down the streets. 

H 
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Shakespeare did not invent these marvels ; he found 
them in reputable historians, who are among those 
upon whom we depend for our knowledge con- 
cerning Julius Caesar. This sort of thing always 
used to happen at the death of a great man or the 
beginning of an important war. Even so recently 
as 1914 the “angds of Mons” encouraged the British 
troops. The evidence for such events is very seldom 
first-hand, and modei'n historians refuse to accept it 
— except, of course, where the event is one that has 
religious importance. 

Every powerful emotion has its own myth-making 
tendency. "When the emotion is peculiar to an 
indhidual, be is considered more or less mad if he 
gives credence to such myths as he has invented. 
But when an emotion is collective, as in war, there 
is no <ine to correct the myths tliat naturally arise. 
Consequently in all times of great collective excite- 
ment unfounded rumours obtain v^idc credence. 
In September, 1914, altuost cv'crybody in England 
believed that Russian troops had passed through 
England on tlie way to the 'Western Front. Every- 
body knew 80010*0110 who had seen them, though 
no one had seen them himself. 

Tills myth-making faculty is oflcn allied with 
cruelty. liver since the middle ages, the Jews have 
been accused of practising ritual murder. There is 
not an iota of eiddcncc for this accusation, and no 
sane person who has examined it believes it. Never- 
theless it pershts. 1 have met 'VS^iite Russians who 
were convinced of its truth, and among many Nazis 
it was accepted without question. Such myths give 
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an excuse for the infliction of torture, and the un- 
founded belief in them is' evidence of thb unconscious 
desire to find some victim to persecute. 

There was, until the end of tlie eighteenth century, 
a theory that insanity is due to possession by devils. 
It was inferred that any pain suffered by the patient 
is also suffered by the devils, so that the best cure 
is to make the patient suffer so much that the devils 
will decide to abandon him. The insane, in accord- 
ance with tliis theory, were savagely beaten. This 
treatment was tried on King George III when he 
was mad, but witliout success. It is a curious and 
painful fact that almost all ihe completely futile 
treatments that have been believed in during the 
long histor)’ of medical folly have been such as 
CJiused acute suffering to the patient. When anaes- 
thetics wci'c discovered pious people considered 
them an attempt to evade the will of God. It was 
pointed out, howcA'cr, that when God extracted 
Adam’s rib He put him into a deep sleep. This 
proved that anaesthetics are all right for men ; women, 
however, ought to suffer, because of the curse of Eve. 
In the W'est votes for women proved this doctrine 
mistaken, but in Japan, to this day, women in 
childbirth arc not aiiowcd any alle\'iation through 
anaesthetics. As the Japanese do not believe in Gene- 
sis, this piece of sadism r. ust have some other* 
justification. 

The fallacies about “race” and “blood,” which 
have always been popular, and which the Nazis 
embodied in their official creed, have no objective 
justification; they arc believed solely because they 
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minister to self-esteem and to tbe impulse towards 
cruelty. In ode form or another, these beliels are as 
old as civilization; their forms change, but their 
essence remains. Herodotus tells how Cyrus was 
brought up by peasants, in complete ignorance of 
his royal blood; at the age of 12, liis kingly bearing 
toward other peasant boys revealed the truth. This 
is a variant of an old story which is found in all 
Indo-European countries. Even quite modem people 
say that “blood will tell.’' It is no nse for scientific 
physiologists to assure the world that there is no 
^fference between the blood of a Negro and the 
blood of a white man. Tlic American Red Cross, 
in obedience to popular prejudice, at first, when 
America became involved in the last war, decreed 
that no Negro blood should be used for blood 
transfusion. As a result of an agitation, it was con- 
ceded that Negro blood might be used, but only for 
Negro ])atients. Similarly, in Germany, the Aryan 
soldier who needed blood transfusion was carefully 
pn)tectcd from the contamination of Jewish blood. 

In the matter of race, there are different beliefs in 
different societies. Where monarchy is firmly estab- 
lished, kings arc of a higher race than their subjects. 
Until very recently, it was universally bclic\ed that 
men are congenitally more intelligent than women; 
'even so enlightened a man as Spinoza decides 
against votes for women on this ground. Among 
white men, it is held that white men are by nature 
superior to men of otlier colours, and especially to 
black men; in Japan, on the contrai'y, it is thought 
that yellow is the best colour. In Haiti, when they 
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make statues of Christ and Satan, they make Christ 
black and Satan white. Aristotle aitd Plato con- 
sidered Greeks so innately superior to barbarians 
that slavery is justified so long as the master is Greek 
and the slave barbarian. The American legislators 
who made the immigration laws consider the 
Nordics superior to Slavs or Latins or any other 
white men. But the Nazis, under the stress of war, 
were led to the conclusion that there arc hardly 
any true Nordics outside Germany ; the Norwegians, 
except Quisling and his few followers, Ihad been 
corrupted by intermixture with Finns and Lapps 
and such. Thus politics arc a clue to descent. 
biologically pure Nordic love Hitler, and if you did 
not love Hider, that was proof of tainted blood. 

All this is, of course, pure nonsense, known to be 
such by everyone who has studied the subject. In 
schools in America, children of the mu.st diverse 
origins are subjected to the same educational s>’stem, 
and those whose busine.ss it is to measure intelligence 
quotients and otherwise estimate the native ability 
of students are unable to make any such racial 
distinctions as are postulated by the theorists of race. 
In every national or racial group there arc clever 
children and stupid children. It is not likely that, in 
die United States, coloured children will develop as 
successfully as white childrci., because of the stigmtt 
of social inferiority; but in so far as congenital 
ability can be detached from environmental influence, 
there is no clear disdnetion among different groups. 
The whole edneeption of superior races is merely 
a myth generated by the overweening self-esteem 
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of the holders of power. It may be that, some day, 
better evidence will be forthcoming; perhaps, in 
time, educators will be able to prove (say) that 
Je^vs are on the average more intelligent than 
gentiles. But as yet no such evidence exists, and all 
talk of superior races must be dismissed as nonsense. 

There is a spccbl absurdity in applying racial 
theories to the various populations of Europe. 
There is not in Europe any such tiling as a pure 
race. Russians have an admixture of Tartar blood, 
Germans are largely Slavonic, France is a mixture 
of Celts, Germans, and people of Mediterranean 
race, Italy the same with the addition of the descend- 
ants of slaves imported by the Romans. The English 
are perhaps tlic most mixed of all. There is no 
evidence that there is any advantage iu belonging 
to a pure rare. The purest races now in existence 
arc the Pygmies, the Hottentots, anc^the Australian 
aborigines; the Tasmanians, who were probably 
even purer, arc extinct. They were not the bearers 
of a brilliant culture. Tlie ancient Greeks, on the 
other hand, emcrgctl from an amalgamation of 
northern barbarians and an indigenous population; 
the Athenians and lonians, who were the most 
civilized, were also the most mixed. The supposed 
merits of racial purity are, it would scent, wholly 
'imaginary. 

Superstitions about blood have many forms that 
have nothing to do with race. The objection to 
homicide seems to have been, originally, ba.sed on 
the ritual pollution caused by the* blood of the 
victim. God said to Cain ;'“The voice of thy brother’s 
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blood crieth unto me from the ground.” According 
to some anthropologisUt, the mark of Cain was a 
disguise to prevent Abel’s blood from finding him; 
this appears also to be the original reason for wearing 
mourning. In many ancient communities no dUTcr- 
ence was made between murder and accidental 
homicide ; in cither case equally ritual ablution was 
necessary. The feeling that blood defiles still lingers, 
for example in the Churching of Women and in tabus 
connected with menstruation. The idea that a child is 
of his father’s ‘‘blood” has the same superstitious 
origin. So far as actual blood is concerned, the 
mother’s enters into the child, bat not the father’s. Tf 
blood were as impoi tant as is supposed, matriarchy 
would be the only proper way of tracing descent. 

In Russia, where, under the influence of Karl 
Marx, people since the revolution have been clas.si- 
fied by their economic origin, difficulties have arisen 
not unlike those of German rare theorists over the 
Scandinavian Nordics. There were two theories 
that had to be reconciled: on the one hand, prole- 
tarians were good and other people weie bad; on 
the other hand, communists were good and other 
people were bad. The only w.ay of effecting a recon- 
ciliation was to alter the meaning of words. A “prole- 
tarian” came to mean a supporter of the government; 
Lenin, though bom a nobh, was reckoned a mem- 
ber of the proletariat. On the other hand, the word 
“kulak,” wliich was supposed to mean a rich peeisaut, 
came to mean any peasant who opposed collectiviza- 
tion. This sort of absuidity always arises when one 
group of human beings is Supposed to be inherently 
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better than aiiotber. In America, the highest praise 
that can be bestowed on an eminent coloured man 
after he is safely dead is to say “he was a white man.” 
A courageous woman is called “masculine”; Mac- 
beth, praising his wife's courage, says : 

Bring forth men children only, 

For thy undaunted mettle should compose 
Nothing but males. 

All these ways of speaking come of unwillingness 
to abandon foolish generalizations. 

In the economic sphere there are many wide- 
spread superstitions. 

Why do people value gold and precious stones? 
Not simply because of their rarity: there are a 
number of elements called “rare earths” which arc 
much rarer than gold, but no one will give a penny 
for them except a few men of scicqjre. There is a 
theory, for which there is much to be said, that gold 
and gems w'cre valued originally on account of their 
supposed magical properdes. The mistakes of 
governments in modem times seem to show that 
this belief still exists among the sort of men who are 
called “practical.” At the end of the igi^-tS war, it 
was agreed that Germany should pay vast sums to 
England and P'rance, and they in turn should pay 
Vast sums to the United States. Evert’ one wanted 
to be paid in money rather than goods; the “practi- 
cal” men failed to notice Utat there is not that 
amount of money in the world. They also fiiiled to 
notice that money is no use unless it is used to buy 
goods. As they would not* use it in this way, it did 
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no good to anyone. There was supposed to be some 
mystic virtue about gold that made it worth while 
to dig it up in the Transvaal and put it underground 
again in bank vaults in America. In the end, of course, 
the debtor countries had no more money, and, 
since they were not allowed to pay in goods, they 
went bankrupt. Tlie great depression was the direct 
result of the sursdving belief in the magical properties 
of gold. This superstition now seems dead, but no 
doubt others will replace it. 

Politics is largely governed by sententious plati- 
tides which are devoid of truth. 

One of the most wide-spread popular maxims is, 
“human nature cannot he changed.*’ No one can 
say whether this is true or not without first defining * 
“human nature.” But as used it is certainly false. 
When Mr. A utters the maxim, with an air of 
portentous and conclusive wisdom, what he means 
is that all men cveiywlicrc will always continue to 
behave as they do in his own home town. A little 
anthropology will dispel this belief. Among the 
Tibetans, one wife has many husbands, because men 
are too poor to support a whole wife ; yet family life, 
according to travellers, is no more unhappy than 
elsewhere. The jiracticc of lending one’s wife to a 
guest is very common among uncivilized tribes. 
The Australian aborigines, at puberty, undergo jf 
very painful operation which, throughout the rest 
of their lives, greatly diminishes sexual potency. 
Infanticide, which might seem contrary to human 
nature, was ^lmo.st universal before the rise of 
Christianity, and is recommended by Plato to prevent 
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over-population. Private property is not recognized 
among some 'savage tribes. Even among highly 
civilized people, economic considerations will over* 
ride what is called “human nature.” In Moscow, 
where there is an acute homing shortage, when an 
unmarried women is pregnant, it oflen happens 
that a number of men contend for the legal right 
to be considered the lather of the prospective child, 
because whoever is judged to be the father acquires 
the right to share the woman’s room, and half a 
room is better than no roof. 

In fact, adult “human nature” is extremely 
variable, according to tlic circumstances of educa- 
tion. Food and sex are very general requirements, 
but the hermits of tlic 'Flicbaid eschewed sex alto- 
gether and reduced foixl to the lowest point com- 
patible with surviv.'il. By diet and training. |jeople 
can be made ferocious or meek, mast^ul or .slavish, 
as may suit the educator. There is no nonsense so 
arrant tliat it cannot be made the creed of the vast 
majority by adequate governmental action. Plato 
intended his Republic to be founded on a my ill 
which he admitted to be absurd, but he was 
rightly confident that the populace could be induced 
to believe it. Hobbes, who thought it important 
that people should reverence the government however 
Unworthy it might be, meets the argument that 
it might be difliciilt to obtain general assent to any- 
thing so irrational by piointing out that people have 
been brought to believe in the Christian religion, 
and, in particular, in the dogma of tran.<^lbstantiation. 
If he had been alive in 1940, he would have found 
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ample confirmation of his contention in the devo- 
tion of German youth to the Nazis. 

The power of governments over men’s beliefs 
has been very great ever since the rise of large States. 
The great majority of Romans became Christian 
after the Roman Emperors had been converted. 
In the parts of the Roman Empire that were con- 
quered by the Arabs, most people abandoned 
Christianity for Islam. The division of Western 
Europe into Protestant and Catholic regions was 
determined by the attitude of governments in the 
sixteenth centuiy. But the power of governments 
over belief ir the present clay is viustly greater than 
at any earlier time. A belief, however untrue, is im- 
portant when it dominates the actions of large* 
masses of tnen. In this .sense, the beliefs inculcated 
beibre tlic last war by the Japanese, Russian, and 
German governments were im])ortant. Since they 
were comyiletely divergent, tliey CvOiild not all be 
true, though they could well all be false. Unfortu- 
nately, they were such as to inspire men with an 
ardent desire to kill one another, even to the point 
of almost completely inhibiting the impulse of 
self-preservation, ’'■"o one can deny, in face of the 
evidence, that it is easy, given military power, 
to produce a population of fanatical lunatics. It 
would be equally easy to oroduce a population of 
sane and rca.so)>jible people, but many governments 
do not wish to do so. since such people would fail to 
admire the politicians who are at the head of these 
governments.* 

There is one peculiarly pernicious application of 
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the doctrine that human nature cannot be changed. 
This is the do^atic assertion that there will always 
be wars, because we are so constituted that we fed 
a need of them. What is true is that a man who has 
had the kind of diet and education that most men 
have will wish to fight when provoked. But he will 
not actually fight unless he has a chance of victory. 
It is very annoying to be stopped by a policeman, 
but we do not fight him because we know that he 
has the overwhdniing forces of the State at his back. 
People who have no occasion for war do not make 
any impression of being psychologically thwarted. 
Sweden has had no war since 1814, but the Swedes 
are one of the happiest and most contented nations 
in the world. The only cloud upon their national 
happiness is fear of being involved in the next war. 
If political organization were such as to make war 
obriously unprofitable, tlicre is nothing in human 
nature that would compel its occurrence, or make 
average people unhappy because of its not occurring. 
Exactly the same arguments thcit are now used about 
the impossibility of preventing war were formerly 
used in defence of duelling, yet few of us feel thwarted 
because wc arc not allowed to fight duels. 

1 am persuaded that there is absolutely no limit 
to the absurdities that can, by government action. 
Come to be generally believed. Give me an adequate 
army, with power to provide it with more pay and 
better food than falls to the lot of the average man, 
and 1 will undertake, within 30 years, to make the 
majority of the population believe that two and two 
arc tliree, that water fi-eekes when it gets hot and 
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boils when it gels cold, or any other nonsense that 
might seem to serve the interest of* the State. Of 
course, even when these beliels had been general^, 
people would not put the ketdc in the refirigerator 
when they wanted it to boil. That cold makes water 
boil would be a Sunday truth, sacred and mystical, 
to be professed in awed tones, but not to be acted on 
in daily life. ^Vl^at would happen would be that any 
verbal denial of the m)’stic doctrine would be made 
illegal, and obstinate heretics would be “frozen” 
at the stake. No person who did not cnthasiastically 
accept the official doctrine would be allowed to 
leach or to have any position of power. Only the 
very highest officials, in their cups, would whisper 
to each other what rubbish it all is; thtm they would^ 
laugh and drink again. This is hardly a caricature 
of what happens under some modern governments. 

The discovery that man can be scientifically 
manipulated, and that governments can turn large 
masses this way or that as they choose, is one of the 
causes of our misfortunes. There is as much differ- 
ence between .a collection of mentally free citizens 
and a community moulded by modem methods of 
propaganda as there is between a heap of raw 
matciials and a baulcship. Education, which was at 
first made universal in order that all might be able 
to read and write, has been found capable of serving 
quite other purposes. By instilling nonsense it unifies 
populations and generates collective enthusiasm. 
If all govenimcnls taught the same nonsense, the 
harm would ROt be so great. Unfortunately each has 
its own brand, and the <iiversity serv’cs to produce 
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hostility between the devotees of different creeds. 
If there is ever to be peace in the world, governments 
will have to agree either to inculcate no dogmas, or 
all* to inculcate the same. The fonner, I fear, is a 
Utopian ideal, but perliaps tlicy could agree to 
teach collectively that all public men, everywhere, 
arc completely virtuous and perfectly wise. Perhaps, 
after the next war, the sur\dving politicians may find 
it prudent to combine on some such programme. 

But if conformity has its dangers, so has non- 
conformity. 

Some “advanced thinkers’* are of opinion that 
any one who diflers from the conventional opinion 
must be in the right. This is a delusion ; if it were 
not, truth would be easier to come by than it is. 
There arc infinite possibilities of error, and more 
cranks take up unlashionable errors than unfashion- 
able truths. 1 met once an electrical engineer 
whose first words to nic were: “How do you do. 
There are t ^^'0 mctliods of faith-healing, the one 
practised by Chrin and the one practised by most 
Christian Scientists. I practise the method practised 
by C/hrist.’’ Shortly afterwards, he was sent to prison 
for making ont fraudulent balance-sheets. The law 
docs not look kindly on the intrusion of faidi into 
this region. I knew also an eminent lunacy doctor 
M^ho took to philosophy, and taught a new logic 
which, as he frankly confessed, he had learnt from 
Iris lunatics. When he died he left a will founding 
a professorship for the teaching of his new scientific 
methods, but unfortunately he left no* assets. Arith- 
metic proved recalcitrant Jio lunatic logic. On one 
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occasion a man came to ask me to recommend some 
of my books, as he was interested in philosophy. 
I did so, but he returned next day saying that he had 
been reading one of them, and hud found only one 
statement he could understand, and that one seemed 
to him false. I asked him what it was, and he said 
it was the statement that Julius Caesar is dead. 
When I asked him why he id not agree, he drew 
himsell'up and said: “Because I am Julius Caesar.” 
These examples may suflicQ to show that you cannot 
make sure of being right by being eccentric. 

Science, which has always had to fight its way 
agaimst popular beliefs, now has one of its most 
difficult battles in the sphere of psychology. 

People who think tliey know all about human 
nature arc alwa^'s hopelessly at sea when they have 
to do with .my abnormality. Some boys never lc.am 
to be what, in animals, is called “house-trained.” 
nio sort of person who won’t stand any nonsense 
deals with such cases by punishment; the boy is 
beaten, and when he repeats tlie offence he is beaten 
worse. All medical men who have studied the 
matter know that punidiment only aggravates the 
trouble. Sometimes the cause is physical, but usually 
it is psychological, ...nd only curable by removing 
some deep-seated and probably unconscimis griev- 
ance. But most people enjoy punishing anyone who. 
irritates them, and so the me Jical view is rqectc i as 
fancy nonsense. The same sort of thing applies to 
men who are exhibitionists; they are sent to prison 
over and over<again, but as soon as they come out 
they repeat the offence. A piedical man who spccial- 
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ized in such ailments assured me that the exhibition- 
ist can be cured by the simple device of having 
trousers that button up the back instead of the front. 
But this method is not tried because it does not 
satisfy people’s vindictive impulses. 

Broadly speaking, punislunent is likely to prevent 
crimes that arc sane in origin, but not those that 
spring from some p.iychological abnormality. This 
is now partially recognized ; we distinguish between 
plain tliefl:, which springs liom what may be called 
rational sdf-intcrcbt, and kleptomania, which is a 
mark of something queer. And homicidal maniacs 
are not treated like ordinary murderers. But sexual 
aberrations rouse so mucli disgust that it is still 
impossible to have them treated medically rather 
than punitivcly. Indignation, though on the whole 
a useful social force, becomes haniiful when it is 
directed against the victims of maladies that only 
medical skill can cure. 

The same sort of thing happens as regards whole 
nations. During ihc 1914-18 war, very naturally, 
people's vindictive feelings were aroused against the 
Germans, who were severely punished after their 
deXcat. During the second war it was argued tliat 
the V’crsaillcs Treaty was ridiculously mild, since it 
ftuled to teach a lesson ; tliis time, wc were told, tliere 
,.must be retd severity. To my mind, wc shorild have 
been more likely to prevent a repetition of German 
aggression if we had regarded the rank and file of 
the Nazis as we regard lunatics than by thinking of 
them as merely and .simply criminal^. Lunatics, of 
course, have to be restripned. But lunatics are re- 
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Strained from prudence, not as a punishment, find so 
far as prudence permits we try to make them happy. 
Evcr)'body recognizes that a homicidal maniac will 
only become more homicidal if he is made nii'ieriiblc. 
There were, of course, many men among the Nazis 
who were plain criminals, but there must also have 
been many who were more or less mad. If Germany 
is to be successfully incorporated in Western Europe, 
llieie must be a complete abaiiJojiment of all 
attempt to instil a feeling of special guilt. Those w'lio 
arc being punislicd seldom Jearn to leel kindly Up- 
wards the men who punish them. .\iid so long as iW 
Germans hate tin' rest of mankind peace will be 
precaiious. 

When one reads of the bcUcls of savages, or of , 
the ancient Babylonians and Egyptians, they seem 
surprising by their capritious absurdity. But beliefs 
that arc just as absurd are still cntej tained bv the 
uneducated even in tlie most modern and ( ivilized 
societies. I have been gravely assured, in America, 
that people bom in March are unlucky and people 
born in May are peculiarly liable to corns. I do not 
know the history of these supeistitions, but probably 
they are derived from Babyhmiati or ligvptian 
priestly lore. Beliefs aegm in the higlier social strata, 
and then, lil'c mud in a rhci, sink gradually dow'ii- 
wards hi the educational calc; they may taka 
3,000 or 4,000 ycais (u sink J1 the w^ay. In Am'riea 
you may find your coloured maid making some 
remark that comes straiglit out al Plato- not the 
parts !)f Plalw ihai scholars quc»tc, but the parts 
where he utters obxious luniseiise, s»L:h as that men 
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who do not pursue wisdom in this life will be born 
again as women. ('Commentators on great philo- 
sophers always politely ignore their silly remarks. 

Arisiolle, in spite of his reputation, is full of 
absurdities. He says that children should be con- 
ceived in the Winter, when the wind is in the jNorth, 
and that if pec»plc n;arry too y«nmg the children will 
be female. He tells ^ s that the blood of females is 
blacker than that of males; that the pig is the only 
animal lialde to measles: that an elephant sufTeriiig 
from insomni;* should have it>. shoulders rubbed 
with salt, olivc-oil, and warm water; that women 
have fewer teeth tlian men, and so on. Nevertheless, 
he i*! considered l)y the gieat itiajoriiy of philosophers 
a paragon of wisd(mi. 

Superstitions about lueky and unlucky days are 
almost universal. In amieut times they governed tlie 
attious of generals. Among ourselves the prejudice 
atruiiisl Friday and the juiiubor is vtirv active, 
sailors do not like to sail on a Friday, and many 
hotels have no i ph llofu. Thr su]>eisiiiions about 
Fnd.iv and ig w< re once biiicved by tlH»sc reputed 
wise; non -*u(h meti regard them as liarmle^s follies. 
lJut ]>r(»l)ably v,ooo veuj^ heme many beliefs of 
the *vise fif our day will have come to .seem equally 
fiiohsli. M.in i** a crerluloiLs animal, and must believe 
* somdrtinst; in the absenee of good grotmds for belief, 
he will be satisfied with Uul (jnes. 

Belief in '■‘nature'' and what is “riaturar' is a 
stmrcc ol‘ many (Trors. Tt used to be, and to some 
extent still is, priwcrfullv operative in medicine. 
The human body, left to itself, has a certain power 
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of curing itself; small cuts usually heal, colds pass 
oir, and even serious diseases sonicthiies disappear 
without medical treatment. But aids to uatun: arc 
very desirable, even in th*\sc » ascs. C’uts may turn 
septic if not disinfcclcd, colds may luni to pneu- 
monia, and serious diseases arc only left without 
treatment by explorers and travellers in remote 
regions, who have no option. Many prat ticcs which 
hav’e come to seem ‘‘naluial'’ were originally 
‘‘unnatural,*’ fur in^^^llK^. ilolliing and wa.ihing. 
Before men auiipt^'d chithing they nIU^t have louiid 
it impossible to live in void clini«Ltos. Where there 
is not a modicum t)f lUanliiu^s. populations sullcr 
from various diHM'.cs, *auh as t\plu.is, troin wliu li 
Western nations have becoaie ca( J ii[>t. Vaccination, 
w«as (and by some still is) objectid to as ‘‘uiiiialuial.'' 
But tluTc is net ct»nsisti'iK y m such objet lions, f<ir no 
one supposes that a bi(»Lcij Ixmv: can hi' mended by 
“iiatui.ir’ bcha\i(»»ii, liatiiig toDkid hmd is “uii- 
natural" ; so is heating om houses The CJliinese 
philo-sopher Lao-tse, whf»se traditional tlaie i. about 
boo B c., objected to loads and bridges and boats as 
“unnatural, ’ and in liis clLgust at mkIi me* hauistie 
devices left dliina and went io li\e among ilic 
Western barbarian*. I'Acrv iidvriiue in tivili/aiion 
has been deuomucfl as unnatural wliilo it was rcraTit, 
The cominojicsl objcctica- to biilh cmitrol is that# 
it L ag.iinst '*natuie. ’ (F(»r soni(‘ ica-un wr ar* not 
allowed to say that celibacy is against nature; the 
only reason I can think of is that ii is not new.^ 
Malthiis saw f)nly three ways of keeping do\Mi the 
population: m«)ral restraint, vice, and misery. 
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Moral restraint, he admitted, was not likely to be 
practised on a* large scale. “Vice,” i.e. birth control, 
he, as a clergyman, viewed with abhorrence. There 
remained misery. In his comfortable parsonage, he 
contemplated the misery of the great majority of 
mankind with equanimity, and pointed out the 
fallacies of the reformers who hoped to alleviate it. 
Modern theological opponents of birth control are 
less honest. They pretend to think that God will 
provide, however many* mouths there may be to 
feed. They ignore the fact that He has never done 
so hitherto, but has left mankind exposed to periodi- 
cal famines in which millions died of hunger. They 
must be deemed to hold — ^if they are saying what 
they believe — that from this moment onwards God 
will work a continual miracle of loaves and fishes 
which He has hitherto thought unnecessary. Or 
perhaps they will say that siiflering here below is 
of no importance; what matters is tTie hereafter. 
By their own theology, most of the children whom 
their opposition to birth control will cause to exist 
will go to .hell. Wc must suppose, therefore, that 
they oppose the amelioration of life on earth because 
they think it a good thing that many millions should 
suffer eternal torment. By comparison with them, 
Malthus appears merciful. 

• Women, as the object of our strongest love and 
aversion, rouse complex emotions which arc em- 
bodied in proverbial “wisdom.” 

Almost everybody allows himself or herself some 
entirely unjustifiable generalization bn the subject 
of Woman. Married men, when they generalize 
132 
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on that subject, judge by their wives ; women judge 
by themselves. It would be amusirfg to write a 
history of men’s views on women. In antiquity, 
when male supremacy was unquestioned and 
Christian ethics were still unknown, women were 
harmless but rather silly, and a man who took them 
seriously was somewhat despised. Plato thinks it a 
grave objection to the drama that the playwright 
has to imitate women in creating his female roles. 
With the coming of Christianity woman took on 
a new part, that of the temptress ; but at the same 
time she was also found capable of being a saint. 
In Victorian days the saint was much more empha- 
sized than the temptress; Victorian men could not 
admit themselves susceptible to temptation. The • 
superior virtue of women was made a reason for 
keeping them out of politics, where, it was held, 
a lofty virtue is impossible. But the early feminists 
turned the argument round, and contended that 
the participation of women would ennoble politics. 
Since this has turned out to be an illusion, there has 
been less talk of women's superior virtue, but there 
are still a number of men who adhere to the monkish 
view of woman as the temptress. Women themselves, 
for the most part, thi. k of themselves as the sensible 
sex, whose business it is to undo the harm that comes 
of men’s impetuous follies, for my part I distrusts 
all generalizations about wf'men, favourable and 
unfavourable, masculine and feminine, ancient and 
modem ; all alike, I should say, result from paucity 
of experience. 

The deeply irrational attitude of each sex towards 
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women may be seen in novels, particularly in bad 
novels. In bad'novels by men, there is the woman with 
whom the author is' in love, who usually possesses 
every charm, but is somewhat helpless, and requires 
male protection; sometimes, however, like Shake- 
speare’s Cleopatra, she is an object of exasperated 
hatred, and is thought to be deeply and desperately 
wicked. In portraying the heroine, the male author 
does not write from observation, but merely objecti- 
fies his own emotions. In regard to his other female 
characters, he is more objective, and may even 
depend upon his notebook; but when he is in love, 
his passion makes a mist between him and the 
object of his devotion. Women novelists, also, have 
two kinds of women in their books. One is them- 
selves, glamorous and kind, and object of lust to the 
wicked and of love to the good, sensitive, high- 
souled, and constantly misjudged. The other kind 
is represented by all other women, a^id is usually 
portrayed as petty, spiteful, cruel, and deceitful. 
It would seem that lo judge women without bias is 
not easy either for men or for women. 

Generalizations about national characteristics are 
just as common and just as unwarranted as generali- 
zations about women. Until 1870, the Germans 
were thought of its a nation of spectacled professors, 
devolving everything out of their inner consciousness, 
and scarcely aware of the outer world, but since 
1870 this conception has had to be verj' sharply 
revised. Frenchmen .seem to be thought of by most 
Americans as perpetually engaged’- in amorous 
intrigue; Walt Whitman,* in one of his catalogues, 
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speaks of *‘the adulterous French couple on the sly 
settee.” Americans who go to live ’in France are 
astonished, and perhaps disappointed, by the inten- 
sity of family life. Before the Russian Revolution, 
the Russians were credited with a mystical Slav soul, 
which, while it incapacitated them for ordinary 
sensible behaviour, gave them a kind of deep wis- 
dom to which more practical nations could not hope 
to attain. Suddenly everything was changed : 
mysticism was taboo, and only the most earthly 
ideals were tolerated. The truth is that what appears 
to one nation as the national character of another 
depends upon a few prominent individuals, or upon 
the class that happens to have power. For thi.^ 
reason, all generalizations on this subject are liable, 
to be completely upset by any important political 
change. 

To avoid the various foolish opinions to which 
mankind are prone, no superhuman genius is 
required. A few simple rules will kcc]) you, not from 
all error, but from silly error 

If the matter is one that can be settled by obser- 
vation, make the obscivation yourself. Aristotle 
could have avoided the mistake of thinking that 
women have fewer eeiii than men, by the simple 
device of asking Mrs. Aristotle to keep her mouth 
open while he counted. He d*d not do so because he 
thought he knew. Thinking ^hat you know when in 
fact you don’t is a fatal mistake, to which we arc all 
prone. I believe myscli' that hedgehogs cat black 
beetles, bccai^Se I have been told that they do; but 
if I were writing a book on the habits of hedgehogs, 
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I should not commit myself tmtil I had seen one 
enjoying this iinappetizing diet. Aristode, however, 
was less cautious. Ancient and medieval authors 
knew all about unicorns and salamanders; not one 
of them thought it necessary to avoid dogmatic 
statements about them because he had never seen 
one of them. 

Many matters, however, are less easily brought to 
the test of experience. If, like most of mankind, you 
have passionate convictions on many such matters, 
there are ways in which you can make yourself aware 
of your own bias. If an opinion contrary to your own 
makes you angry, that is a sign that you arc sub- 
consciously aware of having no good reason for 
diinking as you do. If sr>me one maintains that two 
and two arc five, or that Iceland is on the equator, 
you feel pity rather than anger, unless you know so 
litde of arithmetic or geography that his opinion 
shakes your own contrary comiclioiS. The most 
sav^e controversies are those about matters as to 
which there is no good evidence either way. Perse- 
cution is used in theology, not in arithmetic, because 
in arithmetic there is knowledge, but in theology 
there is only opinion. So whenever you find yourself 
getting angry about a diflcrencc of opinion, be on 
your guard ; you will probably find, on examination, 
that your belief is going beyond what the evidence 
warrants. 

A good way of ridding yourself of certain kinds of 
dogmatism is to become aware of opinions held in 
social circles different from your owit. When I was 
young, I lived much outside my ovm country — ^in 
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France, Germany, Italy, and the United States. 

I found this very profitable in dfininishing the 
intensity of insular prejudice. If you cannot travel, 
seek out people with whom you disagree, and read 
a newspaper belonging to a party that is not yours. 
If the people and the newspaper seem mad, perverse, 
and wicked, remind yourself that you seem so to 
them. In this opinion both parties may be right, 
but they cannot both be wrong. This reflection should 
generate a certain caution: 

Becoming aware of foreign customs, however, does 
not always have a beneficial eflect. In the seven- 
teenth century, when the Manehus conquered China, 
it was the custom among the Chinese for the wometi 
to have small feet, and among the Manehus for the • 
men to wear pigtails. ]nste<id of each dropping their 
own foolish custom, they each adopted the foolish 
custom of the other, and the Chinese continued to 
wear pigtails until they shook off the dominion of 
the Manehus in the revolution of igii. 

For those who have enough psychological imagi- 
nation, it is a good plan to imagine an argument 
with a person having a different bias. This has one 
advantage, and only one, as compared with actual 
conversation with • pponents; this one advantage 
is that the method Is not subject to the same limi- 
tations of time and space. Mahatma Gandhi deplored 
railways and steamboats anl machinery; he would 
have like.d to undo the whole of the industrial revolu- 
tion. You m;iy never have an opportunity of actually 
meeting any 'one who holds this opinion, because 
in Western countries mosF people take the advantage 
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of modern technique for granted. But if you want 
to make sure that you are right in agreeing with the 
pcevailing opinion, you will find it a good plan to 
test the ai;guments that occur to you by considering 
what Gandhi might have said in refutation of them. 
I have sometimes been led actually to change my 
mind as a result of this kind of imaginary dialogue, 
and, short of this, I have frequently found myself 
growing less dogmatic and cocksure through realizing 
the possible reasonableness of a hypothetical oppo- 
nent. 

Be very wary of opinions that flatter your self- 
esteem. Both men and women, nine times out of 
ten, are firmly convinced of the superior excellence 
of their own sex. There is abundant evidence on 
both sides. If you arc a man, you can point out that 
most poets and men of science are male; if you are 
a woman, you can retort that so are most criminals. 
The question is inherently insoluble, btit self-esteem 
conceals this from most people. We are all, whatever 
part of the world we come from, persuaded that our 
own nation is superior to .all others. Seeing that each 
nation has its characteristic merits and demerits, 
we adjust our standard of values so as to make out 
that the merits possessed by our nation are the 
really important ones, while its demerits are com- 
paratively trivial. Here, again, the rational man 
will admit that the question is one to which there 
is no demonstrably right answer. It is more dilficult 
to deal with the self-esteem of man as man, because 
we cannot argue out the matter with some non- 
human mind. The only<way I know of dealing 
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with this general human conceit is to remind our* 
selves that man is a brief episode in the life of a small 
planet in a little comer of the universe, and that* 
for aught we know, other parts of the cosmos may 
contain beings as superior to ourseK'cs as we are to 
jelly-fish. 

Other passions besides self-esteem are common 
sources of error ; of Uiese perhaps the most important 
is fear. Fear sometimes operates directly, by invent- 
ing rumours of disaster in war-time, or ^ imagining 
objects of terror, such as ghosts; sometimes it 
operates indirectly, by creating belief in something 
comforting, such as the elixir ol life, or heaven for 
ourselves and Jiell for our enrmi<». Fear has many 
forms — fear of death, fear of the dark, fear of the 
unknown, fear of the herd, and that vague general- 
ized fear that comes to those who conceal from 
themselves their more specific terrors. Until you 
have admitted your own fears to yourself, and have 
guarded yourself by a difficult effort of will against 
their myth-making power, you cannot hope to 
think truly about many matters of great importance, 
especially' tho.«e with which religious beliefs arc 
concerned. Fear is the main source of superstition, 
and one of the mail soi.rces of cruelty. To conquer 
fear is the beginning of wisdom, in the pursuit of 
truth as in the endeavour afer a worthy manner of 
life. 

There are two ways of avoiding fear; one is by 
persuading ourselves that we arc immune fi'om 
disaster, and Uie other is by the practice of sheer 
courage. The latter is difficult, and to everybody 
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becomes impossible at a certain point. The former 
has therefore lalways been more popular. Primitive 
n^agic has the purpose of securing safety, either by 
injuring enemies, or by protecting oneself by talis- 
mans, spells, or incantations. Without any essential 
change, belief in such ways of avoiding danger 
survived throughout the many centuries of Baby- 
lonian civilization, spre.«d from Babylon throughout 
the Empire of Alexander, and was acquired by the 
Romans in the course of their absoiption of hellenistic 
culture. From the Romans it descended to medieval 
Christendom and Islam. Science has now lessened 
the belief in magic, but many people place more 
faith in ma.scots than they are willing to avow, and 
sorcery, while condenmed by the Church, is still 
oflicially a possible sin. 

Magic, however, was a crude way of avoiding 
terrors, and, moreover, not a very effective way, 
for wicked magicians might always ]ffove .stronger 
than good ones. In the fifteenth, sixteenth, and seven- 
teenth centuries, dread of witches and sorcerers led 
to the burning of hundreds of tliousands convicted of 
these crimes. But newer beliefs, particularly as to the 
future life, sought more effective ways of combating 
fear. Socrates on the day of his death (if Plato is 
to be believed) expressed the conviction that in the 
4iext world he would live in the company of the gods 
and heroes, and surrounded by just spirits who 
would never object to his endless argumentation. 
Plato, in his Republic, laid it down that cheerful views 
of the next world must be enforced by the State, not 
becaiLse they were true, but to make soldiers more 
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willing to die in battle. He would have none of the 
traditional myths about Hades, becadse they repre- 
sented the spirits of the dead as unhappy. 

Orthodox Christianity, in the Ages of Faith, laid 
down very definite rules for salvation. First, you 
must be baptized; then, you must avoid all theo- 
logical error; last, you must, before dying, repent 
of your sins and receive absolution. All this would 
not save you from pui^tory, but it would insure 
your ultimate arrival in heaven. It was not necessary 
to know theology. An eminent Cardinal stated 
authoritatively that the requirements of orthodoxy 
would be satisfied if you murmured on your death- 
bed; “I believe all that the Church believes; th( 
Church believes all that 1 believe.” These very . 
definite directions ought to have made Catholics 
sure of finding the way to heaven. Nevertheless, the 
dread of hell persisted, and has caused, in recent 
times, a great sofrening of the dogmas as to who 
will be damned. The doctrine, professed by many 
modem Christians, that everybody will go to heaven, 
ought to do away with tlie fear of death, but in 
fact this fear is too instinctive to be easily vanquished. 
F. W. H. Myers, whom spiritualism had converted 
to belief in a futun life, questioned a woman who 
had lately lo.st her daughter as to what she supposed 
had become of her soul. The mother replied: “Olf 
well, I suppose she is enjoying eternal bliss, but 
I wish you wouldn’t talk about such unpleasant sub- 
jects.” In spite of all that tlieology can do, heaven 
remains, to nfbst people, an “unpleasant subject.” 

The most refined religions, such as those of Marcus 
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Aurelius and Spinoza, are still concerned with the 
conquest of fear. The Stoic doctrine was simple: it 
ipaintained that the only true good is virtue, of 
which no enemy can deprive me; consequently, 
there is no need to fear enemies. The difficulty was 
that no one could really believe virtue to be the 
only good, not even Marcus Aurelius, who, as 
Emperor, sought not only to make his subjects 
virtuous, but to protect them against barbarians, 
pestilences, and famines. Spinoza taught a somewhat 
similar doctrine. According to liim, our true good 
consists in indificrence to our mundane fortunes. 
Both these men sought to escape from fear by pre- 
tending that such things as physical suffering are 
not really evil. This is a noble way of escaping from 
fear, but is still based upon false belief. And if 
genuinely accepted, it would have the bad effect of 
making men indifferent, not only to their own 
sufferings, but also to thase of others. * 

Under the influence of great fear, almost every- 
body becomes superstitious. The sailors who threw 
Jonah overboard imagined his presence to be tlie 
cause of the storm which threatened to wreck their 
ship. In a similar spirit the Japanese, at the time of 
the Tokio canhqu<ikc, took to massacring Koreans 
and Liberals. When tlie Romans won victories in the 
•Punic wars, the Carthaginians became persuaded 
that their misfortunes were due to a certain laxity 
which had crept into the worship of Moloch. 
Moloch liked having children sacrificed to him, and 
preferred them aristocratic ; but the noble families 
of Carthage had adopted the practice of surrep- 
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titiously substituting plebeian children for their 
own offspring. This, it was thought, had displeased 
the god, and at the worst moments even the most 
aristocratic children were duly consumed in the fire. 
Strange to say, the Romans were victorious in spite 
of this democratic reform on the part of their enemies. 

Collective fear stimulates herd instinct, and tends 
to produce ferocity towards those who are not 
regarded as members of the herd. So it was in the 
French Revolution, when. dread of foreign armies 
produced the reign of terror. Tlic Soviet Govern- 
ment w'ould Iiave been Jess fierce il it had met with 
less hostility in its fiist years. Fear generates im- 
pulses of cruel tv, «ind thercfor«‘ piomotcs such super- 
stitious belicls as seem to justily cruelty. Neither a ^ 
man nor a crowd nor a nation can be trusted to act 
humanely or to think sanely under the influence of a 
great fear. And lor this reason poltroons arc more 
prone to cruelty than brave men, and arc also more 
prone to superstition. When I say this, I am tlLinking 
ol* men w^ho are l;ravc in all respects, not only in 
facing death. Many a man will have the courage to 
dir gallantly, but will not have the courage to say, or 
even to think, that the cause for which he is asked to 
die is an unworthy me Obloriuy is, to most men, 
more painful than death ; that is one reason why, in 
times of collective excitement, so few men venture to* 
dissent from the prevailing opinion. No Cartha- 
ginian denied Moloch, because to do so would have 
required more courage than was required to face 
death in battle. 

But we have been getting too solemn. Super- 
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stitions are not always dark and cruel; often they 
add to the gaiety of life. I received once a communi- 
cation from the god Osiris, giving me his telephone 
number; he lived, at that time, in a suburb of 
Bostvm. Although 1 did not enroll myself among 
his worshippers, his letter gave me pleasure. 1 have 
frequendy received letters from men announcing 
themselves as the Me-'-siah, and mrging me not to 
omit to mention this important fact in my lectures. 
During prohibition in America, there was a sect 
which maintained that the communion service ought 
to be celebrated in whisky, not in wine; this tenet 
gave them a legal right to a supply of hard liquor, 
and the sect grew rapidly. There Ls in England a sect 
which maintains that the English arc tlic lost ten 
tribes; there is a stricter sect, which maintains that 
they are only die tribrji of Ephraim and Manusseh. 
Whencv'cr I encounter a member of either of these 
sects, 1 profess myself an adherent of the other, and 
much pleasant argumentauon results. I like also the 
men who study the Great Pyramid, with a view to 
deciphering its my.stical lore. Many great books have 
been written on this subject, some of which have 
been presented to me by their authors. It is a singular 
fact that the Great l^rainid always predicts the 
history of the world accurately up to the date of 
^publication of the book in quesdon, but after that 
date it becomes less reliable. Generally the author 
expects, very soon, wars in Egypt, followed by Arma- 
geddon and the coming of Antichrist, but by this time 
so many people have been recognized as Andchrist 
that the reader is rcluctu^dy driven to scepdeism. 
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I admire especially a certain prophetess who 
lived beside a lake in Northern New York State 
about the year 1820. She announced to her numerous 
followers that she possessed the power of walking 
on water, and that she proposed to do so at 1 1 o’clock 
on a certain morning. At ^e stated time, the &ithiul 
assembled in their thousands beside the lake. She 
spoke to them saying: “Are you all entirely per- 
suaded that I can walk on water?” With one voice 
they replied : “We are,” ,“In that case,” she an- 
nounced, “there is no need for me to do so.” And 
they all went home much edified. 

Perhaps the world would lose some of its interest 
and variety if such beliefs were wholly rcpLiced by 
cold science. Perhaps we may allow ourselves to be ^ 
glad of the Abecedarians, who were so called 
because, having rejected all profane learning, they 
thought it wicked to learn the ABC. And we may 
enjoy the perplexity of the South American Jesuit 
who wondered how tlie sloth could have travelled, 
since the Flood, all the way from Mount Ararat to 
Peru — ^a journey which its extreme tardiness of 
locomotion rendered almost incredible. A wise man 
will enjoy the goods of which there is a plentiful 
supply, and of intellectual rubbish he will find an 
abundant diet, in our own age as in every other. 
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Teaching, more even than most other professions, 
has been transformed during the last hundred years 
from a small, highly skilled profession concerned with 
a minority of the population, to a large and impor- 
tant branch of the public service. The profession has 
a great and honourable tradition, extending from 
the dawn ofhistory until recent times, but any teacher 
in the modem world who allows himself to be 
inspired by the ideals of his predecessors is likely to 
be made sharply aware that it Is not his function to 
teach what he thinks, but to instill such beliefs and 
prgudices as are thought useful by his employers. 
In former days a teacher was expected to be a man 
of exceptional knowledge or wisdom, to whose words 
men would do well to attend. In anti(}uity, teachers 
were not an oiganixcd profession, and no control was 
exercised over what they taught. It is tme that they 
^were oneif punished afterwards for their subversive 
doctrines. Socrates was put to death and Plato is said 
to have been thrown into prison, but such incidents 
did not interfere with the spread of their doctrines. 
Any man who has the genuine impulse of the teacher 
-will be more anxious to survive in his books than in 
the flesh. A feeling of intellectual independence is 
essential to the proper fulfilment of the teacher’s 
functions, since it is his business to instill what he can 
of knowledge and reasonableness into the process of 
forming public opinion. In antiquity he performed 
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this function unhampered except by occasional 
spasmodic and ineffective intervendons of tyrants or 
mobs. In the middle ages teaching became tl),e 
exclusive prerogative of the Church, with the result 
that there was little progress either intellectual or 
social. With the Renaissance, the general respect for 
learning brought back a very considerable measure 
of freedom to the teacher. It is true that the Inquisi- 
tion compelled Galileo to recant, and burnt Giordano 
Bruno at the stake, but each of these men had done 
his work before being punished. Institutions such as 
universities largely remained in the grip d* the 
dogmatists, with the result that most of the best 
intellectual work was done by independent men of 
learning. In England, especially, until near the end . 
of the nineteenth century, hardly any men of first- 
rate eminence except Newton were connected with 
universities. But the social system was such that this 
interfered little with their activities or their usefulness. 

In our more highly organized world we face a 
new problem. Something ceillcd education is given 
to everybody, usually by the State, but sometimes by 
the Churches. The teacher has thus become, in the 
vast majority of cases, a civil servant obliged to carry 
out the behests of r en who have not his learning, 
who have no ejqjcricncc of dealing with the young, 
and whose only attitude towards education is that of> 
the propagandist. It is nut very easy to see how, in 
these circumstances, teachers can perform the 
functions for which they are specially fitted. 

State education is obviously necessary, but as 
obviously involves certain dangers against which 
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there ought to be safeguards. The evils to be feared 
were seen in their full magnitude in Nazi Germany 
Ejid are still seen in Russia. Where these evils prevail 
no man can teach unless he subscribes to a dogmatic 
creed which few people of free intelligence are likely 
to eiccept sincerely. Not only must he subscribe to a 
creed, but he must condone abominations and care- 
fully abstain from speaking his mind on current 
events. So long as he is teaching only the alphabet 
and the multiplication table, as to which no con- 
troversies arise, official dogmas do not necessarily 
warp his instruction; but even while he is teaching 
these elements he is expected, in totalitarian 
countries, not to employ the methods which he 
thinks most likely to achieve the scholastic result, but 
to instill fear, subservience, and blind obedience 
by demanding unquestioned submission to his 
authority. And as soon as he passes beyond the bare 
elements, he is obliged to take the offiAal view on all 
controversial questions. The result is that the young 
in Nazi Germany became, and Russia become, 
fanatical bigots, ignorant of the world outside their 
own country, totsdly unaccustomed to free discussion, 
and not aware that their opinions can be questioned 
without wickedness. This state of affairs, bad as it 
Ls, would be less disastrous than it is if the dogmas 
* instilled were, as in medieval Catholicism, universal 
and international; but the whole conception of an 
international culture is denied by the modem 
dogmatists, who preached one creed in Germany, 
another in Italy, anotlier in Russia, and yet another 
in Japan. In each of r these countries fanatical 
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nationalism was what was most emphasized in the 
teaching of the young, with the result^at the men of 
one country have no common ground with the men 
of another, and that no conception of a common 
civilization stands in the way of warlike ferocity. 

The decay of cultural internationalism has pro- 
ceeded at a continually increasing pace ever since 
the first World War. When I was in Leningrad in 
1920 , 1 met the Professor of Pure Mathematics, who 
was familiar with London^ Paris, and other capitals, 
having been a member of various international 
congresses. Now-a-da^'s the learned men of Russia 
are very seldom permitted such excursions, for fear 
of their drawing comparisons unfavourable to their 
own country. In other countries nationalism in. 
learning is less extreme, but everywhere it is far more 
powerful than it was. There is a tendency in England 
(and, I believe, in the United States) to dispense 
with Frenchmen and Glermans in the teaching of 
French and German. The practice of considering a 
man’s nationality rather than his competence in 
appointing him to a post is damaging to education 
and an offence against the ideal of international 
culture, which was a heritage fix>m the Roman 
Empire and the Catholic Church, but is now being 
submerged under a new barbarian invasion, pro- 
ceeding from below rather than from without. 

In democratic countries these evils have not yet 
reached anything like the same proportions, but it 
must be admittted that there is grave danger of 
similar developments in education, and that this 
danger can only be averted if tho^r who believe in 
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liberty of thought are on the alert to protect teachers 
from intellectual bondage. Perhaps the first requisite 
i^ a clear conception of the services which teachers 
can be expected to perform for the community. I 
agree ^ith the governments of the world that the 
imparting of definite uncontroversial information is 
one of the least of the teacher's fiuictioiis. It is, of 
course, the basis upon which the others are built, and 
in a technical civilization such as ours it has un- 
doubtedly a confiiderable utility. There must exist in 
a modem community a sufficient number of men 
who possess the technical skill required to preserve 
the mechanical apparatus upon which our physical 
comforts depend. It is, moreover, inconvenient if any 
, large percentage of the population is unable to read 
and write. For these reasons we are all in favour of 
universal compulsory education. But governments 
have perceived that it is easy, in the course of giving 
instruction, to instill beliefs on controvflrsial matters 
and to produce habits of mind which may be con- 
venient or inconvenient to those in authority. The 
defence of die state in all civilized countries is quite 
as much in the hands of teachers as in those of the 
armed forces. Except in totalitarian countries, the 
defence of the state is desirable, and the mere fact that 
education is used for this purpose is not in itself a 
ground of criticism. Criticism will only arise if the 
state is defended by obscurantism and appeak to 
irrational passion. Such methods are quite unneces- 
sary in the case of any state worth defending. 
Nevertheless, there is a natural tendency towards 
their adoption by those .who have no first-hand 
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knowledge of education. There is a widespread 
belief that nations are made strong b'^ uniformity of 
opinion and by the suppression of liberty. One heaxs 
it said over and over again that democracy weakens 
a country in war, in spite of the fact that in every 
important war since the year 1700 the victory has 
gone to the more democratic side. Nations have been 
brought to ruin much more often by insistence upon a 
narrow-minded doctrinal uniformity than by free dis- 
cussion and the toleration of divergent opinions. Dog- 
matists the world over belic\'e that although the truth 
is known to them, others will be led into false beliefs 
provided they are allowed to hear the arguments on 
both sides. Tltis is a view which leads to one or 
another of two misfortunes: cither one set of dogma-, 
tists conquers the world and prohibits all new ideas, 
or, what is worse, rival dogmatists conquer different 
regions and preach the gospel of hate against each 
other, the former of these evils existing in the middle 
ages, the latter during the wars of religion, and again 
in the present day. The first makes cixilization static, 
the second tends to destroy it completely. Against 
both, the teacher should be the main safeguard. 

It is obvious that organized party spirit is one of 
the greatest dangc.-: of our time. In the form of 
nationalism it leads to wars between nations, and 
in other forms it leads to civil war. It should be th» 
business of teachers to stand outside the strife of 
parties and endeavour to instill into the young the 
habit of impartial inquiry, leading them to judge 
issues on theii*mcrits and to be on their guard against 
accepting ex parte statements at their face value. 



UNPOPULAR ESSAYS 


The teacher should not be expected to flatter the 
prgudices either of the mob or of officials. His 
professional virtue should consist in a readiness to 
do justice to all sides, and in an endeavour to rise 
above controversy into a region of dispassionate 
scientiflc investigation. If there are people to whom 
the results of his investigation are inconvenient, he 
should be protected against their resentment, unless 
it can be shown that he has lent himself to dishonest 
propaganda by the dissemination of demonstrable 
untruths. 

The function of the teacher, however, is not merely 
to mitigate the heat of current controversies. He has 
more positive tasks to perform, and he cannot be a 
. great teacher unless he is inspired by a wish to per- 
form these tasks. Teachers are more than any other 
class the guardians of civilization. They should be 
intimately aware of what civilization is, and desirous 
of imparting a civilized attitude to thSr pupils. We 
are thus brought to the question : what constitutes a 
civilized community? 

This question would very commonly be answered 
by pointing to merely material tests. A country is 
civilized if it has much machinery, many motor cars, 
many bathrooms, and a great deal of rapid loco- 
motion. To these things, in my opinion, most 
■modem men attach much too much importance. 
Civilization, in the more important sense, is a thing of 
the mind, not of material adjuncts to the physical 
side of living. It is a matter partly of knowledge, 
pardy of emotion. So far as knowledge is concerned, 
a man should be aware of the minuteness of himsdf 
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and his immediate environment in relation to the 
world in time and space. He should see his own 
country not only as home, but as one among th<; 
countries of the world, all with an equal right to 
live and think and feel. He should see his own age 
in relation to the past and the future, and be aware 
that its own controversies will seem as strange to 
future ages as those of the past seem to us now. 
Taking an even wider view, he should be conscious 
of the vastness of geological epochs and astrono* 
mical abysses ; but he should be aware of all this, not 
as a weight to crush the individual human spirit, but 
as a vast panorama which enlarges the mind that 
contemplates it. On the side of the emotions, a very 
similar enlargement from the purely personal is 
needed if a man is to be truly civilized. Men pass 
from birth to death, sometimes happy, sometimes 
unhappy; sometimes generous, sometimes gnisping 
and petty; sometimes heroic, sometimes cowardly 
and servile. To the man who views the procession as 
a whole, certain things stand out as worthy of 
admiration. Some men have been inspired by love 
of mankind ; some by supreme intellect have helped 
us to understand the world in which we live; and 
some by exccptioi-il sensitiveness have ereated 
beauty. These men have produced something of 
positive good to outweigh the long record of cruelty, 
oppression, and superstition. These men have done 
what lay in their power to make human life a better 
thing than the brief turbulence of savages. The 
civilized man,* where he cannot admire, will aim 
rather at understanding than at reprobating. He 
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sedc rather to discover and remove die imper- 
sonal causes of evil than to hate the men who are in 
ills grip. All this should be in the mind and heart of 
the teacher, and if it is in his mind and heart he will 
convey it in his teaching to the young who are in his 
care. 

No man can be a good teacher unless he has 
feelings of warm affection towards his pupils and a 
genuine desire to impart to them what he himself 
believes to be of value. -This is not the attitude of 
the propagandist. To the propagandist his pupils 
are potential soldiers in an army. They are to serve 
purposes that lie outside their own lives, not in the 
sense in whicb^eyery generous purpose transcends 
self, but in the sense of ministering to unjust privilege 
or to despotic power. The propagandist docs not 
desire that his pupils should survey the world and 
freely choose a purpose which to them appears of 
value. He desires, like a topiaridn arfist, that their 
growth shall be trained and twisted to suit the 
ganiencris purpose. And in thwarting their natural 
growth he is apt to d&stroy in tltem all generous 
vigour, replacing it by envy, destructiveness, and 
cruelty. There is no need for men to be cruel ; on the 
contrary, I am persuaded that most cruelty results 
from thwarting in early years, above all from 
'thwarting what is good. 

Repressive and persecuting passions are very 
common, as the present state of the world only too 
amply proves. But they are not an inevitable part 
of human nature. On the contrary, they are, I 
believe, always the outcome of some kind of unhappi- 
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ness. It should be one of the functions of the teacher 
to opeu vistas before his pupib shovfing them the 
possibility of activities that will be as delightful a^ 
they are useful, thereby letting loose their kind 
impulses and preventing the growth of a desire to rob 
others of joys tliat they will have misse^l. Many 
people decry happiness as an end, both for them- 
selves and for others, but one may suspect them of 
sour grapes. It is one thing to forgo personal 
happiness for a public end, but it is quite another 
to treat the general happiness as a thing of no account. 
Yet this is often done in the name of some supposed 
heroism. In those who take this attitude there is 
generally some vein of cruelty ba.scd probably upon 
an unconscioas envy, and the source of the envy will 
usually be found in childhood or youth. It .should be 
the aim of the educator to train adults free from 
these psychological misfortunes, and not anxious to 
rob others of happiness because they themselves have 
not been robbed of it. 

As matters stand to-day, many teachers arc unable 
to do the best of which they are capable. For this 
there are a number of reasons, some more or less 
accidental, others very deep-seated. To begin witli 
the former, most tc-.chers are overworked and are 
compelled to prepare their pupils for examinations 
rather than to give them a liberalizing mental, 
training. The people w'ho ;»re not accustomed to 
teaching — ^and this includes practically all educa- 
tional authorities — ^have no idea of the expense of 
spirit that it iiwolves. Clergymen are not expected to 
preach sermons for several hours every day, but the 
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analogous effort is demanded of teachers. The result 
is that many of them become harassed and nervous, 
put of touch with recent work in the subjects that 
they teach, and unable to inspire their students with 
a sense of the intellectual delights to be obtained 
from new understanding and new knowledge. 

This, however, is by no means the gravest matter. 
In most countries certc^n opinions are recognized as 
correct, and others as dangerous. Teachers whose 
opinions are not correct are expected to keep silent 
about them. If they mention their opinions it is 
propaganda, while the mentioning of correct opinions 
is considered to be merely sound instruction. The 
result is that the inquiring young too often have to go 
outside the classroom to discover what is being 
thought by the most vigorous minds of their own 
time. There is in America a subject called civics, in 
which, perhaps more than in any other, the teaching 
is expected to be misleading. The youiii; are taught a 
sort of copybook account of how public affairs are 
supposed to be conducted, and are carefully shielded 
from all knowledge as to how in fact they are 
conducted. When they grow up and discover the 
truth, the result is too often a complete cynicism in 
which all public ideals are lost ; whereas if they had 
been taught the truth carefully and with proper 
* comment at an earlier age they might have become 
men able to combat evils in which, as it is, they 
acquiesce with a shrug. 

The idea that falsehood is edifying is one of the 
besetting sins of those who draw up educational 
schemes. I should not myself consider that a man 
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could be a good teacher unless he had made a firm 
resolve never in the course of his teaching to conceal 
truth because it is what is called “unedifying.” Th«j 
kind of virtue that can be produced by guarded 
ignorance is frail and fails at the first touch of reality. 
There are, in this world, many men who deserve 
admiration, and it is good that the young should be 
taught to see the ways in which these men are 
admirable. But it is not good to teach them to admire 
rogues by concealing their roguery. It is thought that 
the knowledge of things as they ore will lead to 
cynicism, and so it may do if the knowledge comes 
suddenly with a shock of surprise and horror. But 
if it comes gradually, duly intermixed with a know> 
ledge of what is good, and in the course of a scientific 
study inspired by the wish to get at the truth, it will 
have no such cfTcct. Tii any case, to tell lies to the 
young, who have no means of checking what they 
arc told, is morally indefensible. 

The thing, above all, that a teacher should 
endeavour to produce in his pupils if democracy is to 
survive, is the kind of tolerance that springs from an 
endeavour to understand those who arc different 
from ourselves. It is perhaps a natural human 
impulse to view with horror and disgust all manners 
and customs different from those to which we are 
used. Ants and savages put strangen to death. And 
those who have never travelled either physically or 
mentally find it difficult to tolerate the queer ways 
and outlandish beliefs of other nations and other 
times, other sects and other political parties. This 
kind of ignorant intolerance is the antithesis of a 
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civilized outlook, and is one of the gravest dangers 
to which our overcrowded world is exposed. The 
educational system ought to be designed to correct 
it, but much too little is done in this direction at 
present. In every country nationalistic feeling is 
encouraged, and school children are taught, what 
they are only too ready to believe, that the inhabi- 
tants of other countries are morally and intellectu2dly 
inferior to those of the country in which the school 
children happen to reside. Collective hysteria, the 
most mad and cruel of ail human emotion.s, is 
encouraged instead of being discouraged, and the 
young are encouraged to believe what they hear 
iroquendy said ra^cr than what there is some 
. rational ground for believing. In all this the teachers 
are not to blame. They arc not free to teach as they 
would wish. It is they who know most intimately 
the needs of the young. It is they who through daily 
contact have come to care for them. Bill it is not they 
who decide what shall be taught or what the methods 
of instruction are to be. There ought to be a great 
deal more'fi'eedom than there is for the scholasUc 
profession. It ought to have more opportunities of 
.self-determination, more independence from the 
interference of bureaucrats and bigots. No one would 
consent in our day to subject the medical men to the 
'Control of non-medical authorities as to how they 
should treat dieir patients, except of course where 
they depart criminally from the purpose of medicine, 
which is to cure the patient. The teacher is a kind of 
medical man who purpose is to cure "the patient of 
childishness, but he is npt allowed to decide for 
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himsdf on the basis of experience what methods are 
most suitable to this end. A few great historic 
universities, by the weight of their prestige, have^ 
secured virtual self-determination, but the immense 
majority of educational institutions are hampered 
and controlled by men who do not understand the 
work with which they arc interfering. The only way 
to prevent totalitarianism in our highly organized 
world is to secure a certain degree of independence 
for bodies performing useful, public work, and among 
such bodies teachers deserve a foremost place. 

The teacher, like tlic artist, the philosopher, and 
the man of letters, can only perform his work ade- 
quately if he feels himself to be an individual directed 
by an inner creative impulse, not dominated and 
fettered by an outside authority. It is very difHcult 
in this modem world to find a place for the indi- 
vidual. He can subsist at the top as a dictator in a 
totalitarian state or a plutocratic magnate in a 
country of large industrial enterprises, but in the 
realm of the mind it is becoming more and more 
difficult to preserve independence of tlie great 
organized forces that control the livclilioods of men 
and women. If the world Is not to lose tlie benefit to 
be derived from its *’est minds, it will have to find 
some metliod of allowing them scope and liberty 
in spite of organization. This involves a deliberate j 
restraint on the part of those who have power, and a 
conscious realizalion that there arc men to whom 
free scope must be afforded. Renaissance Popes could 
feci in this way towards Renaissance artists, but the 
powerful men of our day /eem to have more diffi- 
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culty in feeling respect for exceptional genius. The 
turbulence of our times is inimical to the line flower 
of culture. The man in the street is full of fear, and 
'therefore unwilling to tolerate freedoms for which he 
sees no need. Perhaps we must wait for quieter times 
before the claims of civilization can again override 
the claims of party spirit. Meanwhile, it is important 
that some at least should continue to realize the 
limitations of what can be done by organization. 
Every system should allqw loopholes and exceptions, 
for if it does not it will in the end crush all that is 
best in man. 
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IDEAS THAT HAVE HELPED 
MANKIND 


Before we can discuss this subject we must form 
some conception as to the kind of effect that wc 
consider a help to mankind. Are mankind helped 
when they become more numerous? Or when they 
become less like animals? Or when they become 
happier? Or when they learn to enjoy a greater 
diversity of experiences? Or when Aey come to 
know more? Or when they become more friendly to 
one another? 1 think all ^ese things come into our 
conception of what helps mankind, and I will say a * 
preliminary word about them. 

The most indubitable respect in which ideas have 
helped mankind is numbers. There must have been 
a time when homo sapiens was a very rare species, 
subsisting precariously in jungles and caves, terrified 
of wild beasts, having difficulty in seeming nourish- 
ment. At this period the biological advantage of his 
greater intelligence, which was cumulative because 
it could be handed on from generation to gaiera- 
tion, had scarcely begun to outweigh the disadvan- 
tages of his long infancy, his lessen^ agility as com- 
pared with monkeys, and hh lack of hirsute protec- 
tion against cold. In those days, the number of men 
must certainly have been very small. The main use 
to which, thrqpghout the ages, men have put their 
technical skill has been to increase the total popula- 
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tion. I do not mean that this was the intention, but 
that it was, in fact, the effect. If this is something to 
rgoice in, then we have occasion to rgoice. 

We have zdso become, in certain respects, progres* 
sivdy less like animals. 1 can think in particular of 
two respects: first, that acquired, as opposed to 
congenital, skills play a continually increasing part 
in human life, and, secondly, that forethought more 
and more dominates impulse. In these respects we 
have certainly become progressively less like animals. 

As to happiness, I am not so sure. Birds, it is true, 
die of hrmger in large numbers during the winter, if 
they are not birds of passage. But during the summer 
they do not foresee this catastrophe, or remember 
how nearly it befell them in the previous winter. 
With human beings the matter is otherwise. I doubt 
whether the percentage of birds that will have died 
of hunger during the present winter (1946-7) is as 
great as the percentage of human beings that will 
have died from this cause in India and central 
Europe during the same period. But every human 
death by Starvation is preceded by a long period of 
anxiety, emd surrounded by the corresponding 
anxiety of neighbours. We suffer not only the evils 
that actually befall us, but all those that our intel- 
ligence tells us we have reason to fear. The curbing 
of impulses to which we are led by forethought 
averts physical disaster at the cost of worry, and 
general lack of joy. I do not think that the learned 
men of my acquaintance, even when they enjoy a 
secure income, are as happy as the m<ce that eat the 
crumbs Grom their tables yvhile the erudite gentlemen 
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snooze. In this respect, therefore, 1 am not con- 
vinced that there has been any progress at all. 

As to diversity of enjoyments, however, the mattei^ 
is otherwise. I remember reading an account of 
some lions who were taken to a movie showing the 
successful depredations of lions in a wild state, but 
none of them got any pleasure from the spectacle. 
Not only music, and poetry, and science, but foot- 
ball, and baseball, and alcohol, afford no pleasure 
to animals. Our intelligence has, therefore, certainly 
enabled us to get a much greater variety of enjoy- 
ment than is open to animals, but we have purchased 
this advantage at the expense of a much greater 
liability to boredom. 

But I shall be told that it is neither numbers nor 
multiplicity of pleasures that make Uie glory of man. 
It is his intellectual and moral qualities. It is obvious 
that we know more than animals do, and it is 
common to consider this one of our advantages. 
Whetlier it is, in fact, an advantage, may be doubted. 
But at any rate it is something that distinguishes us 
from the brutes. 

Has civilization taught us to be more friendly 
towards one another? The answer is easy. Robins 
(the English, not tl e American species) peck an 
elderly robin to death, whereas men (the English, 
not the American species) g>ve an elderly man an< 
old-age pension. Within the herd we are more 
friendly to each other than are many species of 
animals, but in our attitude towards those outside 
the herd, in ^itc of all that has been done by 
moralists and religious teachers, our emotions arc as 
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ferocious as those cf any animal, and our intelligence 
enables us to Igive them a scope which is denied to 
even the most savage beast. It may be hoped, though 
not very confidently, that the more humane attitude 
will in time come to prevail, but so far the omens 
are not very propitious. 

All these different elements must be borne in 
mind in considering what ideas have done most to 
help mankind. The ideas with which we shall be 
concerned may be broadly divided into two kinds: 
those that contribute to knowledge and technique, 
and those that are concerned with morals and 
politics. I will treat first those that have to do with 
knowledge and technique. 

The most important and difficult steps were taken 
before the dawn of history. At what stage language 
began is not known, but we may be pretty certain 
that it began very gradually. Without it it would 
have been very difficult to hand on from generation 
to generation the inventions and discoveries that 
were gradually made. 

Another great step, which may have come either 
before or after the beginning of language, was the 
ulili7.ation of fire. I suppose that at first fire was 
chiefly used to keep away wild beasts while our 
ancestors slept, but the warmth must have been 
■found agreeable. Presumably on some occasion a 
child got scolded for throwing the meat into the 
fire, but when it was taken out it was found to be 
much better, and so the long history of cookery 
began. 

The taming of domestic animals, especially the 
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COW and the sheep, must have made life much 
pleasanter and more secure. Some anthropologists 
have an attractive theory that the utility of domestic 
animals yras not foreseen, but that people attempted 
to tame whatever animal their religion taught them 
to worship. The tribes that worshipped lions and 
crocodiles died out, while those to whom the cow or 
the sheep was a sacred animal prospered. I like this 
theory, and in the entire absence of evidence, for or 
against it, 1 feel at liberty to play with it. 

Even more important than the domestication of 
animals was the invention of agriculture, which, 
however, introduced bloodthirsty practices into 
religion that lasted for many centuries. Fertility rites 
tended to involve human sacrifice and cannibalism. 
Moloch would not help the com to grow unless he* 
was allowed to feast on the blood of children. A 
similar opinion was adopted by the Evangelicals of 
Manchester in the early days of industrialism, when 
they kepi six-year-old children working twelve to 
fourteen hours a day, in conditions that caused 
most of them to die. It has now been discovered that 
grain will grow, and cotton goods can be mantiiac- 
tured, without being watered by the blood of infants. 
In the case of the grriin, the discovery took thousands 
of years; in the case of the cotton goods hardly a 
century. So perhaps there is some evidence of^ 
progress in the world. 

The last of the great pre-historic inventions was 
the art of writing, which was indeed a pre-requisite 
of history. Writing, like speech, developed gradually, 
and in the form of pictures designed to convey a 
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message it was probably as old as speech, but fiom 
pictures to syllable writing and thence to the 
Elphabet was a very slow evolution. In China the 
last step was never taken. 

Coming to historic times, we find that the earliest 
important steps were taken in mathematics and 
astronomy, both of which began in Babylonia some 
millenia before the be^nning of our era. Leaning 
in Babylonia seems, however, to have become 
stereotyped and non-progressive, long before the 
Greeks first came into contact with it It is to the 
Greeks that we owe ways of thinking and investi- 
gating that have ever since been foimd fruitful. In 
the prosperous Greek commercial cities, rich men 
, living on slave labour were brought by the pro- 
cesses of trade into contact with many nations, some 
quite barbarous, others fairly civilized. What the 
civilized nations — the Babylonians and Egyptians — 
had to offer the Greeks quickly assimilated. They 
became critical of their own traditional customs, by 
perceiving them to be at once analogous to, and 
different fiom, the customs of surrounding iiferior 
peoples, and so by the sixth century b.c. some of 
them achieved a degree of enlightened rationalism 
which cannot be surpassed in the present day. 
Xenophanes observed that men make gods in their 
*own image — “the Ethiopians make their gods black 
and snub-nosed; the Thracians say theirs have blue 
eyes and red hair: Yes, and if oxen and lions and 
horses had hands, and could paint with their hands, 
and produced works of art as men do, horses would 
paint the forms of gods 4ike horses, and oxen like 
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oxen, and make their bodies in the image of their 
several kinds.” 

Some Gredcs used their emancipation from trar 
dition in the pursuit of mathematics and astronomy, 
in both of which they made the most amazing 
progress. Mathematics was not used by the Greeks, 
as it is by the modems, to facilitate industrial pro- 
cesses; it was a “gentlemanly” pursuit, valued for 
its own sake as giving eternal truth, and a super- 
sensible standard by which the visible world was 
condemned as second-rate. Only Archimedes fore- 
shadowed the modem use of mathematics by in- 
venting engines of war for the defence of Syracuse 
against the Romans. A Roman soldier killed him 
and the mathematicians retired again into their, 
ivory tower. 

Astronomy, which the sixteenth and seventeeth 
centuries pursued with ardour, largely because of its 
usefulness in navigation, was pursued by the Greeks 
with no regard for practical utility, except when, in 
later antiquity, it became associated with astrology. 
At a very early stage they discovered the earth to be 
round and made a fairly accurate estimate of its 
size. They discovered ways of calculating the dis- 
tance of the sun aud moon, and Aristarchus of 
Samos even evolved the complete Copemican 
hypothesis, but his views wito rejected by all his^ 
followers except one, and after the thinl century b.c. 
no very important progress was made. At the time 
of the Renaissance, however, something of what the 
Gredcs had Uone became known, and greatly 
facilitated the rise of modem science. 
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The Greeks had the conception of natural law, 
and acquired the habit of expressing natural laws in 
mathematical terms. These ideas have provided the 
key to a very great deal of the tmderstanding of the 
physical world that has been achieved in modem 
times. But many of them, including Aristotle, were 
misled by a belief that science could make a fruitful 
use of the idea of purpose. Aristotle distinguished 
four kinds of cause, of which only two concern us, 
the “efficient” cause and the “final” cause. The 
“efficient” cause is what m should call simply the 
cause. The “final” cause is the purpose. For instance, 
if, in the course of a tramp in the mountains, you 
find an inn just when your thirst has become unen- 
. durable, the efficient cause of the inn is the actions 
of the bricklayers that built it, while its final cause is 
the satisfaction of your thirst. If someone were to 
ask “why is there an inn there?” it wojild be equally 
appropriate to answer “because someone had it 
built there” or “because many thirsty travellers pass 
that way.” One is an explanation by the “efficient” 
cause and the other by the “final” cause. Where 
human affairs are concerned, the explanation by 
“final” cause is often appropriate, since human 
actions have purposes. But where inanimate nature 
is concerned, only “efficient” causes have been 
*found scientifically discoverable, and the attempt to 
explain phenomena by “final” causes has always led 
to bad science. There may, for aught we know, be a 
purpose in natural phenomena, but if so it has 
remained completely undiscovered, ^nd all known 
scientific laws have to xlo only with “efficient” 
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causes. In this respect Aristotle led the world astray, 
and it did not recover fully until the time of Galileo. 

The seventeenth centiuy, especially Galileo, Des^ 
cartes, Newton, and Leibniz, made an advance in 
our understanding of nature more sudden and sur- 
prising than any other in history, except that of the 
early Greeks. It is true that some of the concepts 
used in the mathematical physics of that time had 
not quite the validity that was then ascribed to 
them. It is true also that the more recent advances 
of physics often require new concepts quite different 
from those of the seventeenth century. Their con- 
cepts, in fact, were not the key to all the secrets of 
natiurc, but they were the key to a great many. 
Modem technique in industry and war, with the, 
sole exception of the atomic bomb, is still wholly 
based upon a type of dynamics developed out of the 
principles of Galileo and Newton. Most of astronomy 
still rests upon these same principles, though there 
are some problems such as “what keeps the sun 
hot?” in which the recent discoveries of quantum 
mechanics arc essential. The dynamics of Galileo 
and Newton depended upon two new principles and 
a new technique. 

The first of the .iCw principles was the law of 
inertia, which stated that any b^y, left to itself, will 
continue to move as it is mov ing in the same straight 
line, and with the same velocity. The importance of 
this principle is only evident when it is contrasted 
with the principles that the scholastics had evolved 
out of Aristotle. Before Galileo it was held that there 
was a radical difference betwem it^gions below the 
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moon and regions from the moon upwards. In the 
regions below the moon, the “sublunary** sphere, 
|here was change and decay; the “natural” motion 
of bodies was rectilinear, but any body in motion, if 
left to itself, would gradually slow up and presently 
stop. From the moon upwards, on the contrary, the 
“natural** motion of bodies was cinnilar, or com- 
pounded of circular motions, and in the heavens 
there was no such thing as change or decay, except 
the periodic changes of -the orbits of the heavenly 
bodies. The movements of the heavenly bodies were 
not spontaneous, but were pa.ssed on to them from 
the prinam mobile, which was the outermost of the 
moving spheres, and itself derived its motion from 
, the Unmoved Mover, i.e. God. No one thought of 
making any appeal to observation; for instance, it 
was held that a projectile will first move horizontally 
for a while, and then suddenly begin to fall verti- 
cally, although it might have been mpposed that 
anybody watching a fountain could have seen that 
the drops move in curves. Comets, since they appear 
and disappt;ar, had to be supposed to be between the 
earth and the moon, for if they had been above the 
moon they would have had to be indestructible. It is 
evident that out of such a jumble nothing could be 
developed. Galileo unified the principles governing 
4he earth and the heavens by his single law of 
inertia, according to which a body, once in motion, 
will not stop of itself, but will move with a constant 
velocity in a straight line whether it is on earth or in 
one of the celestial spheres. This principle made it 
possible to develop a science of the motions of 
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matter, without taking account of any supposed 
influence of mind or spirit, and thus laid the founda- 
tions of the purely materialistic physics in which mei\ 
of science, however pious, have ever since believed. 

From the seventeenth century onwards, it has 
become increasingly evident that if we wish to 
understand natural laws, we must get rid of every 
kind of ethical and aesthetic bias. We must cease to 
think that noble things have noble causes, that 
intelligent things have intelligent causes, or that 
order is impossible without a celestial policeman. 
The Greeks admired the sun and moon and planets, 
and supposed them to be gods; Plotinus explains 
how superior they are to human beings in wisdom 
and virtue. Anaxagoras, who taught otherwise, was 
prosecuted for impiety and compelled to fly from 
Athens. The Greeks also allowed themselves to 
think that since tlie circle is the most perfect flgurc, 
the motions of the heavenly bodies must be, or be 
derived flora, circular motions. Every bias of this 
sort had to be discarded by seventeenth-century 
astronomy. The Copcmican system showed that the 
earth is not the centre of the universe, and suggested 
to a few bold spirits that perhaps inaai was not the 
supreme purpose of she Creator. In the main, how- 
ever, astronomers were pious folk, and until the 
nineteenth centur)' most of them, except in Frimee,, 
believed in Genesis. 

It was geology, Darwin, and the doctrine of 
evolution, that first upset the faith of British men of 
science. If man was evolved by insensible gradations 
from lower forms of life, a^umber of things became 
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very difficult to understand. At what moment in 
evolution did our ancestors acquire free will? At 
what stage in the long journey from the amoeba did 
they begin to have immortal souls? When did they 
first become capable of the kinds of wickedness that 
would justify a benevolent Creator in sending them 
into eternal torment? Most people felt that such 
punishment would be hard on monkeys, in spite of 
their propensity for throwing coconuts at the heads 
of Europeans. But how about Pithecanthropus Erectus? 
Was it really he who ate the apple? Or was it Homo 
Pekmunsisl Or was it perhaps the Piltdown man? 1 
went to Piltdown once, but saw no evidence of 
special depravity in that village, nor did I see any 
signs of its having changed appreciably since pre- 
' historic ages. Perhaps then it was the Neanderthal 
men who first sinned? This seems the more likely, as 
they lived in Germany. But obviously there can be 
no answer to such questions, and those theologians 
who do not wholly reject evolution have had to 
make profound readjustments. 

One of.' the “grand” conceptions which have 
proved scientifically useless is the soul. I do not mean 
that there is positive evidence showing that men 
have no souls ; I only mean that the soul, if it exists, 
plays no part in any discoverable causal law. There 
^are all kinds of experimental methods of determining 
how men and animals behave under various cir- 
cumstances. You can put rats in mazes and men in 
barbed wire cages, and observe their methods of 
escape. You can administer drugs and observe their 
effect. You can turn a male rat into a female, though 



IDEAS THAT HAVE HELPED MANKIND 

SO far nothing analogous has been done with human 
beings, even at Buchenwald. It appean that socially 
undesirable conduct can be dealt with by medicaJj, 
means, or by creating a better environment, and the 
conception of sin has thus come to seem quite 
unscientific, except, of course, as applied to the 
Nazis. There is real hope that, by getting to under- 
stand the science of human behaviour, governments 
may be even more able than they are at present to 
turn mankind into rabblos of mutually ferocious 
lunatics. Governments could, of course, do exactly 
the opposite and cause the human race to co-operate 
willingly and cheerfully in making themselves 
happy, rather than in making others miserable, but 
only if there is an international government with a 
monopoly of armed force. It is very doubtful whether 
this will take place. 

This brings me to the second kind of idea that has 
helped or may in time help mankind ; I mean moral 
as opposed to technical ideas. Hitherto I have been 
considering the increased command over the forces 
of nature which men have derived from scientific 
knowledge, but this, although it is a pre-condition of 
many forms of progress, does not of itself ensure 
anything desirable. On the contrary, the present 
state of the world and tlie fear of an atomic war 
show that scientific progress without a corresponding, 
moral and political progress may only increase the 
magnitude of the diasaster that misdirected skill 
may bring abouL In superstitious moments I am 
tempted to believe in the myth of the Tower of 
Babel, and to suppose tha^in our own day a similar 
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but greater impiety is about to be visited by a more 
tragic and terrible punishment. Perhaps— so I some- 
^times allow myself to fancy — God does not intend us 
to understand the mechanism by which He r^ulates 
the material universe. Perhaps the nuclear physicists 
have come so near to the ultimate secrets that He 
thinks it time to bring their activities to a stop. And 
what simpler method co\ild He devise than to let 
them carry their ingenuity to the point where they 
exterminate the human race? If I could think that 
deer and squirrels, nightingales and larks, would 
survive, I might view this catastrophe with some 
equanimity, since man has not shown hinxself worthy 
to be the lord of creation. But it is to be feared that 
the dreadful alchemy of the atomic bomb will 
destroy all forms of life equally, and that the earth 
will remain for ever a dead clod senselessly whirling 
round a futile sun. I do not know the immediate 
precipitating caasc of this interesting occurrence. 
Perhaps it will be a dispute about Persian oil, per- 
haps a disagreement as to Chinese trade, perhaps a 
quarrel between Jews and Mohommedans for the 
control of Palestine. Any patriotic person can see 
that these issues are of such importance as to make 
the extermination of mankind preferable to cowardly 
conciliation. 

In case, however, there should be some among 
my readers who would like to see the human race 
survive, it may be worth while considering the stock 
of moral ideas that great men have put into the 
world and that might, if they were listened to, secure 
happiness instead of misei^y for the mass of mankind. 
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Man, vievml mcHally, i$ a strange amalgam of 
angel and devdl. He can feel the splcndom* of the 
night, the delicate beauty of spring flowers, ihe 
tender emotion of parental love, and the intoxication 
of intellectual understanding. In moments of insight 
visions come to him of how life should be lived and 
how men should order their dealings one with 
another. Universal love is an emotion whicii many 
have felt and which many more could feel if the 
world made it less difficult. This is one side of the 
picture. On the other side arc cruelty, greed, indif> 
fcrence and overweening pride. Men, quite ordinary 
men, will compel children to look on while their 
mothers are raped. In pursuit of political ainu men 
will submit their opponents to long years of un* 
speakable anguish. We know what the Nazis did to 
Jews at Auschwitz. In moss cruelty, the expulsions of 
Germans ordered by the Rus.sians fall not very far 
short of the atrocities peipetuated by the Nazis. And 
how about our noble solves? We would not do such 
deeds, oh no ! But we enjoy our juicy steaks and our 
hot rolls while German children die of himger 
because our governments dare not face our indig* 
nation if they asked us to forgo some part of our 
pleasures. If there w<'re a Last Judgment as Chris* 
tians believe, how do you think our excuses would 
sound before that final tribunal? 

Moral ideas sometimes wait upon political develop*' 
ments, and sometimes outrun them. The brother* 
hood of man is an ideal which owed its first force to 
political developments. When Alexander conquered 
the East he set to work to obliterate the distinction 
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of Greek and barbarian, no doubt because his Greek 
and Macedoqian army was too small to hold down 
so vast an empire by force. He compelled his officers 
'to marry barbarian aristocratic ladies, while he 
himself, to set a doubly excellent example, married 
two barbarian princesses. As a result of tffis policy 
Gredc pride and exclusiveness were diminished, and 
Greek culture spread to many regions not inhabited 
by Hellenic stock. Zeno, the founder of Stoicism, who 
was probably a boy at the time of Alexander’s 
conquest, was a Phoenician, and few of the eminent 
Stoics were Greeks. It was the Stoics who invented 
the conception of the brotherhood of man. They 
taught that all men are children of Zeus and that 
the sage will ignore the distinctions of Greek and 
barbarian, bond and lice. When Rome brought the 
whole civilized world under one government, the 
political environment was favourable to the spread 
of this doctrine. In a new form, mwe capable of 
appealing to the emotions of ordinary men and 
women, Christianity taught a similar doctrine. 
Christ said “Thou shall love thy neighbour as thy- 
self,” and when asked “who is my neighbour?” 
went on to the parable of the Good Samaritan. If 
you wish to understand this parable as it was under- 
stood by his hearers, you should substitute “German” 
or “Japanese” for “Samaritan.” I fear many present- 
day Christians would resent such a substitution, 
because it would compel them to realize how far 
they have departed from the teaching of the Founder 
of their religion. A similar doctrine hqd been taught 
much earlier by the Buddhists. According to them, 
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the Buddha declared that he could not be happy so 
long as even one man remained misei^able. It might 
seem as if these lolly ethical teachings had little effect 
upon the world; in India Buddhism died out, iii 
Europe Christianity was emptied of most of the 
elements it derived from Christ. But 1 tliink this 
would be a superficial view. Christianity, as soon as 
it conquered the State, put an end to gladiatorial 
shows, not because tliey were cruel, but because they 
were idolatrous, 'fhe result, however, was to diminish 
the widespread education ‘in cruelly by which the 
populace of Roman towns were degraded. ChrLs- 
tianity also did much to soflen the lot of slaves. It 
established charity on a large scale, and inaugurated 
hospitals. Although the great majority of Christians 
fitiled lamentably in Christian charity, the ideal* 
remained alive and in every age inspired some 
notable saints. In a new form, it passed over into 
modem Liberalism, and remains the inspiration of 
much that is most hopeful in our .sombre world. 

The watchwords of the French Revolution, 
Liberty, Equality, and Fraternity, have religious 
origins. Of Fraternity I have already spoken. 
Equality was a characteristic of the Orphic Societies 
in ancient Greece, from which, indirectly, a great 
deal of Christian dogma took its rise. In these 
Societies, slaves and women were admitted on equal 
terms with citizens. Plato’s advocacy of Votes for 
Women, which has seemca surprising to some 
modem readers, is derived from Orphic practices. 
The Orphics believed in transmigration and thought 
that a soul which in one life inhabits the body of a 
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slave, may, in another, inhabit that of a king. 
\^ewed from the standpoint of religion, it is there- 
fore foolish to discriminate between a slave and a 
king; both share the dignity belonging to an im- 
mortal soul, and neither, in religion, can claim 
anything more. This point of view passed over from 
Orphism into Stoicism, and into Christianity. For a 
long time its practical effect was small, but ulti- 
mately, whenever circumstances were favoimible, it 
helped in bringing about the diminution of the 
inequalities in the social system. Read, for instance, 
John Woolman’s Journal. John Woolman was a 
Quaker, one of the first Americans to oppose slavery. 
No doubt the real ground of his opposition was 
humane feeling, but he was able to fortify this 
' feeling and to make it controversially more effective 
by appeals to Christian doctrines, which his neigh- 
bours did not dare to repudiate openly. 

Liberty as an ideal has had a very chequered 
history. In antiquity, Sparta, which was a totali- 
tarian State, had as little use for it as the Nazis had. 
But most of the Greek City States allowed a degree 
of liberty which we should now think excessive, and, 
in fact, do think excessive when it is practised by 
their descendants in the same part of the world. 
Politics was a matter of assassination and rival 
armies, one of them .supporting the government, and 
the other composed of refugees. The refugees would 
often ally themselves with their city’s enemies and 
march in in triumph on the heels of foreign con- 
querors. This sort of thing was done by everybody, 
and, in spite of much fine talk -in die works of 
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modern historians about Greek loyalty to the City 
State, nobody seemed to view such conduct as parti* 
cularly nefarious. This was carrying liberty to 
excess, and led by reaction to admiration of Sparta. 

The word “liberty” has had strange meanings at 
different times. In Rome, in the last days of the 
Republic and the early days of the Empire, it meant 
the right of powerful Senators to plunder Provinces 
for their private profit. Brutus, whom most English- 
speaking readers know as the high-minded hero of 
Shakespeare’s Julius Caesar, was, in fact, rather 
different finm this. He would lend money to a 
municipality at 6o per cent, and when they failed to 
pay the interest he would hire a private army to 
besiege them, for which his friend Cicero mildly 
expostulated with him. In our own day, the word* 
“liberty” bears a very similar meaning when used 
by industrial magnates. Leaving these vagaries on 
one side, there arc two .serious meanings of the 
word “liberty.” On the one hand the freedom of a 
nation firom foreign domination, on the other hand, 
the fi'eedom of the citizen to pursue his legitimate 
avocations. Each of these in a well-ordcFcd world 
should be subject to limitations, but unfortunately 
the former has been 'aken in an absolute sense. To 
this point of view I will return presently; it is the 
liberty of the individual citizen that I now wish to 
speak about. 

This Kind of liberty first entered practical politics 
in the form of religious toleration, a doctrine which 
came to be widely adopted in the seventeenth cen- 
tury through the inabiliD^ of cither Protestants or 
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Catholics to extennmate the opposite party. After 
they had fought each other for a hundred years, 
culminating in the horror of the thirty years’ war, 
and after it had appeared that as a result of all this 
bloodshed tlie balance of parties at the end was 
almost exactly what it had been at the beginning, 
certain men of genius, mostly Dutchmen, suggested 
that perhaps all the killing had been unnecessary, 
and that people might be allowed to think what 
they chose on such matters as consubstantiation 
versus transubstantiadon, or whether the Cup 
should be allowed to the laity. The doctrine of 
religious toleration came to England with the 
Dutch King William, along with the Bank of £ng- 
, land and the Nadonal Debt. In fact all three were 
products of the commercial mentality. 

The greatest of the theoretical advocates of liberty 
at that period was John Locke, who devoted much 
thought to the problem of reconciling the maximum 
of libci'ty with the indispensable minimum of 
government, a problem with wliich his successors in 
the Liberal tradition have been occupied down to 
the present day. 

In addition to religious freedom, free press, free 
speech, and freedom from arbitrary aiTcst came to 
be taken for granted dining the nineteenth century, 
•at least among the Western democracies. But their 
hold on men’s minds was much more precarious than 
was at the time supposed, and now, over the greater 
part of the earth’s surface, nothing remains of them, 
either in practice or in theory. Stalin could neither 
understand nor respect the point of view which led 
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Churchill to allow himself to be peaceably dis> 
possessed as a result of a popular vot^. 1 am a firm 
believer in democratic representative government as 
the best form for those who have the tolerance and 
self-restraint that is required to make it workable. 
But its advocates make a mistake if they suppose 
that it can be at once introduced into countries 
where the average citizen has hitherto lacked all 
training in the give-and-take that it requites. In a 
Balkan country, not so many years ago, a party 
which had been beaten by a narrow margin in a 
general election retrieved its fortunes by shooting a 
sufficient number of the rq}rescntatives of the other 
side to give it a majority. People in the West thought 
this characteristic of the Balkans, forgetting that 
Cromwell and Robespierre had acted likewise. • 
And this brings me to the last pair of great poli- 
tical ideas to which mankind owes whatever little 
success in social organization it has achieved. 1 
mean the ideas of law and government. Of these, 
government is the more fundamental. Government 
can easily exist without law, but law cannot exist 
without government — a fact which was forgotten by 
those who framed the League of Nations and the 
Kellogg Pa«’t. Government may be defined as a 
concentration of the collective forces of a com- 
munity in a certain organization which, in virtue of 
this concentration, is able to control individuaf 
citizens and to resist pressure from foreign States. 
War has alwa)'S been the chief promoter of govern- 
mental power. The control of government over the 
private citizen is always greatejr where there is war 



UNPOPULAIL ESSAYS 


or imminent danger of war than where peace seems 
secure. But when governments have acquired power 
^th a view to resisting foreign aggression, they have 
naturally used it, if they could, to further their 
private interests at the expense of the citizens. 
Absolute monarchy was, until recently, the grossest 
form of this abuse of power. But in the modem 
totalitarian State the -same evil has been carried 
much further than had been dreamt of by Xerxes or 
Nero or any of the tyrants of earlier times. 

Democracy was invented as a device for recon- 
ciling government with liberty. It is clear that 
government is necessary if anything worthy to be 
called civilization is to exist, ^t all history shows 
that any set of men entrusted with power over 
‘ another set will abuse their power if they ran do so 
with impunity. Democracy is intended to make 
men’s tenure of power temporary and dependent 
upon popular approval. In so far as ft achieves this 
it prevents the worst abuses of power. The Second 
Triumvirate in Rome, when they wanted money 
with a view to fighting Brutus and Cassius, made 
a list of rich men and declared them public enemies, 
cut oif their heads, and seized their property. This 
sort of procedure is not possible in America and 
England at the present day. We owe the fact that it 
js not possible not only to democracy, but also to 
the doctrine of personal liberty. This doctrine, in 
practice, consists of two parts, on the one hand that 
a man shall not be punished except by due process 
of law, and on the other hand that there shall be a 
sphere within which a nti^’s actions axe not to be 
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subject to governmental control. This sphere in* 
eludes free speech, free press and religious freedom. 
It used to include fieedom of economic enterprise. 
All these doctrines, of course, are held in practice 
with certain limitations. The British formerly did not 
adhere to them in their dealings with India. Free* 
dom of the press is not respected in the case of 
doctrines which are thought dangerously subversive. 
Free speech would not be held to exonerate public 
advocacy of assassination of an unpopular politician. 
But in spite of these limitations the doctrine of 
personal liberty has been of great value throughout 
the English-speaking world, as anyone who lives in 
it will quickly realize when he finds himself in a 
police State. 

In the history of social evolution it will be found* 
that almost invariably the establishment of some 
sort of government has come first and attempts to 
make government compatible with personal liberty 
have come later. In international aflairs we have 
not yet reached the first stage, although it is now 
evident that international government Is at least as 
important to mankind as national government. I 
think it may be seriously doubted whether the next 
twenty years would be more disastrous to mankind 
if all government were abolished than they will be 
if no effective international government is estab; 
lished. I find it often urgerl that an international 
government would be oppressive, and I do not deny 
that this might be the case, at any rate for a time, 
but national governments were oppressive when they 
were new and are still oppressive in most countries, 
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and yet hardly anybody would on this ground 
advocate anarchy Mrithin a nation. 

. Ordered social life of a kind that could seem in 
any degree desirable rests upon a synthesis and 
balance of certain slowly developed ideas and insti> 
tutions: government, law, individual liberty, and 
democracy. Individual liberty, of course, existed in 
the ages before there was government, but when it 
existed without government civilized life was im- 
possible. When governments first arose they involved 
slavery, absolute monarchy, and usually the enforce- 
ment of superstitition by a powerful priesthood. All 
these were very great evils, and one can understand 
Rousseau's nostalgia for the life of the noble savage. 
But this was a mere roman^tic idealization, and, in 
fact, the life of the savage was, as Hobbes said, 
“nasty, brutish, and short." The history of man 
reaches occasional great crises. There must have 
been a crisis when the apes lust their tails, and 
another when our ancestors took to walking upright 
and lost their protective covering of hair. As I 
remarked ' before, the human population of the 
globe, which must at one time have been ver)' small, 
was greatly increased by the invention of agriculture, 
and was increased again in our own time by modem 
industrial and medical technique. But modem 
•technique has brought us to a new crisis. In this new 
crisis we are faced with an alternative; either man 
must again become a rare species as in the days of 
Hom> Pekimensis, or we must Icam to submit to an 
international government. Any such government, 
whether good, bad or indifferent, will make the 
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continuation of the human species possible, and, as 
in the course of the past 5,000 yeto men have 
climbed gradually from the despotism of the Pharocs 
to the glories of the American Constitution, so per- 
haps in the next 5,000 they may rlimb from a bad 
international government to a good one. But if they 
do not establish an international government of 
some kind, new progress will have to begin at a 
lower level, probably at that of tribal savagery, and 
will have to begin after a cataclysmic destruction 
only to be paralleled by the Biblical account of the 
deluge. When we survey the long development of 
mankind from a rare hunted animal, hiding pre- 
cariously in caves from the fury of wld beasts which 
he was incapable of killing; subsisting doubtfully on^ 
the raw fruits of the earth which he did not know 
how to cultivate; reinforcing real terrors by the 
imaginary terrors of ghosts and c\*il spirits and 
malign spells; gradually acquiring the mastery of 
his environment by the invention of fire, writing, 
weapons, and at last science; building up a social 
organization which curbed private violence and gave 
a measure of security to daily life ; using the leisure 
gained by his skill, not only in idle luxury, but in the 
production of beauvy and the unveiling of the 
secrets of natural law; learning gradually, though 
imperfectly, to view an inc: casing number of his 
neighbours as allies in the ta ;k of production rather 
than enemies in the attempts at mutual depredation 
— when we consider this long and arduous journey, 
it becomes intolerable to think that it may all have 
to be made again from/ the beginning owing to 
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failure to take one step for which past developments, 
rightly viewed, have been a preparation. Social 
jcohesion, which among the apes is confined to the 
family, grew in pre-historic times as far as the tribe, 
and in the very beginnings of history reached the 
level of small kingdoms in upper and lower Egypt 
and in Mesopotamia. From these small kingdoms 
grew the empires of antiquity, and then gradually 
the great States of our own day, far larger than even 
the Roman Empire. Quite recent developments have 
robbed the smaller States of any real independence, 
until now there remain only two that are wholly 
capable of independent self-direction: I mean, of 
course, the United Stat» and the U.S.S.R. All that 
is necessary to save mankind from disaster is the 
' step from two independent States to one — ^not by 
war, which would bring disaster, but by agreement. 

If this step can be accomplished, all the great 
achievements of mankind will quickly*lead to an era 
of happiness and well-being, such as has never 
before been dreamt of. Our scientific skill will make 
it possible to abolish poverty throughout the world 
without necessitating more than four or five hours a 
day of productive labour. Disease, which has been 
very rapidly reduced during the last hundred years, 
will be reduced still further. The leisure achieved 
..through organization and science will no doubt be 
devoted vejry largely to pure enjoyment, but there 
will remain a number of people to whom the pursuit 
of art and science will seem important. There will 
be a new freedom from economic bondage to the 
mere necessities of keeping alive, and the great 
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mass of mankind may enjoy the kind of carefree 
adventurousness that characterizes the rich young 
Athenians of Plato’s Dialogues. All this is easily^ 
within the bounds of technical possibility. It requires 
for its realization only one thing: that the men who 
hold power, and the populations that support them, 
should think it more important to keep themselves 
alive than to cause the death of their enemies. No 
very lofty or difficult ideal, one might think, and yet 
one which so far has proved beyond the scope of 
human intelligence. 

The present moment is the most important and 
most crucial that has ever confronted mankind. 
Upon our collective wisdom during the next twenty 
years depends the question whether mankind shall 
be plunged into unparalleled disa.ster, or shall* 
achieve a new level of happiness, security, well- 
being, and intelligence. I do not know which 
mankind will choose. There is grave reason for fear, 
but there is enough possibility of a good solution to 
make hope not irrational. And it is on this hope 
that we must act. 
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IDEAS THAT HAVE HARMED 
MANKIND 

The misfortunes of human beings may be divided 
into two classes: Firsi, those inflicted by the non- 
human environment, and, second, those inflicted by 
other people. As mankind have progressed in know- 
ledge and technique, the seconcf class has become a 
continually increasing percentage of the total. In old 
times, famine, for example, was due to natural 
causes, and, although people did their best to combat 
it, large numbers of them died of starvation. At the 
.present moment large parts of the world are faced 
with the threat of famine, but although natural 
causes have contributed to the situation, the prin- 
cipal causes arc human. For six ycais the civilized 
nations of the world devoted all their best energies to 
killing each other, and they find it difficult suddenly 
to switch over to keeping each other alive. Having 
destroyed harvests, dismantled agricultural machin- 
ery, and disorganized shipping, they find it no easy 
matter to relieve the shortage of crops in one place 
by means of a superabundance in another, as would 
easily be done if the economic system were in normal 
* working order. As this illustration shows, it is now 
man that is man’s worst enemy. Nature, it is true, 
still sees to it that we are mortal, but with the 
progress in medicine it will become more and more 
common for people to live until they have had their 
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fill of life. We arc supposed to wish to live for ever 
and to look forward to the unending joys of heaven, 
of which, by miracle, the monotony will never grow 
stale. But in fact, if you question any candid person 
who is no longer young, he is very likely to tell you 
that, having tasted life in this world, he has no wish 
to begin again as a “new boy” in another. For the 
future, therefore, it may be taken that much the 
most important es^ls that mankind have to consider 
are those which they inflict ppon each other through 
stupidity or malevolence or ^th. 

I think that the evils that men infiict on each 
other, and by reflection upon themselves, have their 
main source in evil passions rather than in ideas or 
beliefs. But ideas and principles that do harm are, as 
a rule, though not always, cloaks for evil passions. ' 
In Lisbon when heretias were publicly burnt, it 
sometimes happened that one of them, by a parti* 
cularly edifying recantation, would be granted the 
boon of being strangled before being put into the 
flames. This would make the spectators so furious 
that the authorities had great difficulty in preventing 
them from lynching the pcnitnit and burning him 
on their own account. The spectacle of the writhing 
torments of the vict’ms was, in fact, one of the 
principal pleasures to which the populace looked 
forward to enliven a somcw'hat drab existence. I 
cannot doubt that this pleasuic greatly contributed 
to the general belief that the, burning of heretics was 
a righteous act. The same sort of thing applies to 
war. People who arc vigorous and brutal often find 
war enjoyable, provided tjiat it is a victorious war 

i8g 



UNPOPULAR. ESSAYS 

and that there is not too much interference with 
rape and plunder. This is a great help in persuading 
people that wars are righteous. Dr. Arnold, the 
'hero of Tom Brown's Schooldays, and the admired 
reformer of Public Schools, came across some cranks 
who thought it a mistake to flog boys. Anyone read* 
ing his outburst of furious indignation against this 
opinion will be forced to the conclusion that he 
enjoyed inflicting floggings, and did not wish to be 
deprived of this pleasure. 

It would be easy to multiply instances in support 
of the thesis that opinions which justify cruelty are 
inspired by cruel impulses. When we pass in review 
the opinions of former times which are now recog- 
nized as absurd, it will be found that nine times out 
' of ten th€7 were such as to justify the infliction of 
suffering. Take, for instance, medical practice. When 
anaesthetics were invented they were thought to be 
wicked as being an attempt to tliwRrt God’s will. 
Insanity was thought to be due to diabolic posses- 
sion, and it was believed that demons inhabiting a 
madman .could be driven out by inflicting pain 
upon him, and so making them uncomfortable. In 
pursuit of this opinion, lunatics were treated for 
years on end with systematic and conscientious 
brutality. I cannot think of any instance of an 
erroneous medical treatment that was agreeable 
rather dian disagreeable to the patient. Or again, 
take moral education. Consider how much brutality 
has been justified by the rhyme: 

A dog, a wife, and a walnut tree. 

The more you beat th^m the better they be. 
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I have no eaperience of the moral effect of flagella^ 
tion on walnut trees, but no civilized person would 
now justify the rhyme as regards wives. The reforma- 
tive effect of punishment is a belief that dies hard, 
chiefly I think, because it is so satisfying to our 
sadistic impulses. 

But although passions have had more to do than 
beliefi with what is amiss in human life, yet beliefs, 
especially where they are ancient and systematic 
and embodied in organizations, have a great power 
of delaying desirable chan'gcs of opinion and of 
influencing in the wrong direction people who 
otherwise would have no strong feelings cither way. 
Since my subject is “fdeiti tliat have Harmed Man- 
kind,” it is especially harmful systems of beliefs that 
I shall consider. 

The most obvious case as regards past history is 
constituted by the beliefs which may be called 
religious or superstitious, according to one’s personal 
bias. It was supposed that human sacrifice would 
improve the crops, at fii-st for pun ly tragical reasons, 
and then because the blood of victims was thought 
plea.sing to the gods, who certainly were made in 
the image of their worshippers. We read in the Old 
Testament tlat it was a religious duty to exterminate 
conquered races completely, and that to spare even 
their cattle and sheep was an impiety. Dark terrors 
and misfortunes in the life to come oppressed the 
Egyptians and Etruscans, bm ircvcr reached their 
full development until the victory of Christianity. 
Gloomy saints who abstained from all pleasures of 
sense, who lived in solitude in the desert, denying 
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themselves meat and wine and the society of women, 
were, nevertheless, not obliged to abstain from all 
pleasures. The pleasures of the mind were con- 
•sidered to be superior to those of the body, and a 
high place among the pleasures of the mind was 
assigned to the contemplation of the eternal tortures 
to which the pagans and heretics would hcreafrer be 
subjected. It is one of the drawbacks to asceticism 
that it sees no harm in pleasures other than those of 
sense, and yet, in fact, not only the best pleasures, 
but also the very worst, arc purely mental. Consider 
the pleasures of Milton's Satan w'hcn he contem- 
plates the harm that he could do to man. i\s Milton 
makes him .say: 

The mind is its own place, and in itself 
Can make a heav'n of hdl, a hell of hcav’n. 

and his psychology is not so very different from that 
of Tcrtullian, exulting in the thoiigl^ that he will 
be able to look out from heaven at the sufferings of 
the damned. The ascetic depreciation of the pleasures 
of sense hR;: not promoted kindliness or tolerance, or 
any of the' other virtues that a non-.supcrstitious out- 
look on human life would lead us to desire. On the 
contrary, when a man tortures himself he feels tliat 
it gives him a right to torture otlicrs, and inclines 
him to accept any system of dogma by which this 
.right is fortihed. 

The ascetic form of cruelty is, unfortunately, not 
confined to the fiercer forms of Christian dogma, 
which are now seldom believed with their former 
ferocity. The world has produced new and menacing 
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forms of the same psychological pattern. Hie Nazis 
in the days before they achieved pow^ lived labor- 
ious lives, involving much sacrifice of ease and 
present pleasure in obedience to the belief in strenu-* 
ousness and Nietzsche's maxim that one should make 
oneself hard. Even after they achieved power, the 
slogan “g^ns rather than butter" still involved a 
sacrifice of the pleasures of sense for the mental 
pleasures of prospective victory — the very pleasures, 
in fact, with which Milton’s Satan coasoles himself 
while tortured by die fires of hell. The same men- 
tality is to be found among earnest Communists, to 
whom luxury is an evil, bard work the principal 
duty, and universal poverty the means to the 
millennium. The combination of asceticism and 
cruelty has not disappeared with the softening ofj 
Christian dogma, but has taken on new forms 
hostile to Christianity. There is still much of the 
same mentality: mankind are divided into saints 
and sinners; the .saints are to achieve bii.ss in the 
Nazi or Communist heaven, while the sinners are 
to be liquidated, or to suffer such pains as human 
beings can inflict in concentration camps — ^inferior, 
of course, to those which Omnipotence was thought 
to inflict in hell, but the w’orst that human beings 
with their limited powers are able to achieve. There 
is still, for the saints, a hard period of probation 
followed by “tlic shout of them tliat triumph, the' 
song of them that feast,” as the Christian hymn says 
in describing the joys of heaven. 

As this psychological pattern seems so persistent 
and so capable of clothing itself in completely new 
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mantles of dogma, it must have its roots somewhat 
deep in human nature. This is the kind of matter 
jLhat is studied by psycho-analysts, and while I am 
very far from subscribing to all their doctrines, I 
think that their general methods are important if we 
wish to seek out the source of evil in our innermost 
depths. The twin conceptions of sin and vindictive 
punishment seem to be at the root of much that is 
most vigorous, both in religion and politics. I can- 
not believe, as some psycho-analysts do, that the 
feeling of sin is innate, though I believe it to be a 
product of very early infancy. I think that, if this 
feeling could be eradicated, tlic amount of cruelty in 
the world would be very greatly diminished. Given 
that we are all sinners and that we all deserve 
punishment, there is evidently much to be said for a 
system that causes the punishment to f:ill upon 
others than ourselves. Calvinists, by the fiat of 
undeserved mercy, would go to hcavtn, and their 
feelings that sin deserved punishment would receive 
a merely vicarioas satisfaction. Communists hav'e a 
siinilar outlook. When we are bom we do not choose 
whether we are to be born capitalists or proletarians, 
but if the latter wc are among the elect, and if the 
former wc are not. Without any choice on our ovm 
parts, by the working of economic determinism, wc 
^are fated to be on the right side in the one case, and 
on the wrong side in the other. Marx’s fatlier became 
a Christian when Marx was a little boy, and some, 
at least, of the dogmas he must have then accepted 
seem to have borne fruit in his son’s psychology. 

One of the odd effect^ of the importance which 
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each of us attaches to himself, is that we tend to 
imagine our own good or evil fortdhe to be the 
purpose of other people’s actions. If you pass in a* 
train a field containing grazing cows, you may 
sometimes see them running away in terror as the 
train passes. The cow, if it were a metaphysician, 
would argue: “Everytliing in my own desires and 
hopes and fears has reference to myself; hence by 
induction 1 conclude that eveiything in the universe 
has reference to myself. This noisy train, therefore, 
intends to do me either good or evil. 1 cannot sup- 
pose that it intends to do me good, since it comes in 
such a terrifying form, and therefore, as a prudent 
cow, 1 shall endeavour to escape from it.” If you 
were to explain to this metaph)'sical ruminant that 
the train has no intention of leaving the rails, and is 
totally indilferent to the fate of the cow, the poor 
beast would be bewildered by anything so unnatural. 
The train that wishes her neither well nor ill would 
seem more cold and more abysmally horrifying than 
a train that wished her ill. Just this has happened 
with human beings. I'hc course of nature brings 
them sometimes good fortune, sometimes evil. They 
cannot belic\'c that this happens by accident. The 
cow, having known of a companion which had 
strayed on to the railway line and been killed by a 
train, would pursue her philo>ophical reflections, if 
she were endowed with that moderate degree of 
intelligence that characterizes most human beings, 
to the point of concluding that the unfortunate cow 
had been punished for sin by the god of the railway. 
She would be glad when his priests put fences along 
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the line, and would warn younger and friskier cows 
never to avail' themselves of accidental openings in 
.the fence, since the wages of sin is death. By similar 
myths men have succeeded, without sacrificing their 
self-importance, in explaining many of the mis- 
fortunes to which they are subject. But sometimes 
misfortune befalls the wholly virtuous, and what are 
we to say in this case? We shall still be prevented by 
our feeling that wc must be the centre of the universe 
from admitting that misfortune has merely happened 
to us without anybody's intending it, and since we 
are not wicked by hypothesis, our misfortune must 
be due to somebody’s malevolence, that is to say, to 
somebody wishing to injure as from mere hatred and 
not from the hope of any advantage to himself. It 
was this state of mind that gave rise to demonology, 
and the belief in witchcraft and black magic. The 
witch is a person who injures her nciprhbours from 
sheer hatred, not from any hope of gam. The belief 
in witchcraft, until about the middle of the seven- 
teenth century, afforded a most satisfying outlet for 
the delicious emotion of self-righteous cruelty. There 
was Biblical warrant for the belief, since the Bible 
says: “Thou shah not suffer a witch to live.” And 
on this ground tlie Inquisition punished not only 
witches, but those who ^d not believe in the possi- 
. bility of witchcraft, since to disbelieve it was heresy. 
Science, by giving some insight into natural causa- 
tion, dissipated the belief in magic, but could not 
wholly dispel the fear and sense of insecurity that 
had given rise to it. In modern times, these same 
emotions find an outlet in fear of foreign nations, an 
ig6 
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outlet yrhich, it must be confessed, requires not 
much in the way of supeisdtious support. 

One of the most powerful sources of false belief is 
envy. In any small town you will find, if you ques- 
tion the comparatively well-to-do, Uiat they all 
exaggerate their neighbours’ incomes, which gives 
them an opportunity to justify an accusation of 
meanness. The jealousies of women are proverbial 
among men, but in any large office you will find 
exactly the same kind of jealousy among male officials. 
When one of them secures promotion the others will 
say ; “Humph ! So-and-so knows how to make up to 
the big men. I could have risen quite as fast as he 
has if I had chosen to debase myself by using the 
sycophantic arts of which he is not ashamed. No 
doubt his work has a flashy brilliance, but it lacksi 
solidity, and sooner or later the authorities will find 
out their mistake.” So all the mediocre men will say 
if a really able man is allowed to rise as fast as his 
abilities dcser\'e, and that is why there is a tendency 
to adopt the rule of seniority, which, since it has 
nothing to do with merit, docs not give rise to the 
same envious discontent. 

One of tlie most unfortunate results of our prone- 
ness to envy is that i^ has caused a complete miscon- 
ception of economic self-interest, both individual and 
national. I will illustrate by a parable. There was 
once upon a time a medium-sized town containing 
a number of butchers, a number of bakers, and so 
forth. One butcher, who was exceptionally energetic, 
decided that he would make much larger profits if 
ail the other butchers were ruined and he became a 
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monopolist. By systematically under-selling them he 
succeeded in ^ object, though his losses meanwhile 
had almost exhausted his command of capital and 
trcdit. At the same time an energetic baker had had 
the same idea and had pursued it to a similar suc- 
cessful conclusion. In every trade which lived by 
selling goods to consumers the same thing had 
happened. Each of the jtucccssful monopolists had a 
happy anticipation of making a fortune, but unfor- 
tunately the ruined butchers were no longer in the 
position to buy bread, and the ruined bakers were no 
longer in the position to buy meat. Their employees 
had had to be dismissed and had gone elsewhere. 
The consequence was that, although the butcher and 
the baker each had a monopoly, they sold less than 
.they had done in the old days. They had forgotten 
that while a man may be injured by his competitors 
he is benefited by his customers, and that customers 
become more numerous when the general level of 
prosperity Is increased. Envy had made them con- 
centrate their attention upon competitors and forget 
altogether .the aspect of their prosperity that 
de]}ended upon customers. 

This is a Aible, and the town of which I have been 
speaking never existed, but substitute for a town the 
world, and for individuals nations, and you will have 
a perfect picture of the economic policy universally 
^nirsued in the present day. Every nation is per- 
suaded that its econonu'e interest is opposed to that 
of every other nation, and that it must profit if other 
nations are reduced to destitution. During the first 
World War, I used to hear English people saying how 
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immensely British trade would benefit from the 
destruction of German trade, which to be one of 

the principal fruits of our victory. After the war, 
although we should have liked to find a market on 
the Continent of Europe, and although the industri.d 
life of Western Europe depended upon coal from 
the Ruhr, we could not bring ourselves to allow the 
Ruhr coal industry to produce more than a tiny 
fraction of what it produced before the Germans 
were defeated. The whole philosophy of economic 
nationalism, which is now universal throughout the 
world, is based upon the false belief that the eco- 
nomic interest of one nation is necessarily opposed 
to that of another. This false belief, by producing 
international hatreds and rivalries, is a caase of war, 
and in this way tends to make itself true, since when 
war has once broken out the conflict of national 
interests becomes only too real. If you try to explain 
to someone, say, in the steel industry, that possibly 
prosperity in other countries might be advantageous 
to him, you will find it quite impossible to make 
him see the argument, because the only foreigners of 
whom he is vividly aware are his competitors in the 
steel industry. Other foreigners are shadowy beings 
in whom he has no •'motional interest. This is the 
psychological rout of economic nationalism, and 
war, and man-made starvation, and all the other 
evils which will bring our civilization to a disastrotft 
and disgraceful cud unless men can be induced to 
take a wider and less hysterical view of their mutual 
relations. 

Another passion which gives rise to false beliefs 
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that are politically harmful is pride-pride of 
nationality, race, sex, class, or creed. When I was 
young France was still regarded as the traditional 
enemy of England, and I ^thercd as an unquestion- 
able truth that one Englishman could defeat three 
Frenchmen. When Germany became the enemy this 
belief was modified and English p>eople ceased to 
mention derisively the French propensity for eating 
fiogs. But in spite of governmental efforts, I think 
few Englishmen succeeded in genuinely regarding 
the French as their equak. Americans and English- 
men, when they become acquainted with the 
Balkans, fed an astonbhed contempt when they 
study the mutual enmities of Bulgarians and Serbs, 
or Hungarians and Rumanians. It is evident to 
’them tliat these enmities are absurd and that the 
belief of each little nation in its own superiority has 
no objective basis. But most of them are quite unable 
to see that the national pride of a Great Power is 
essentially as unjustifiable as that of a little Balkan 
country. 

Pride of face is even more harmful than national 
pride. When 1 was in China I was struck by the fact 
that cultivated Chinese were perhaps more highly 
civilized than any other human beings that it has 
been my good Ibrtune to meet. Nevertheless, I 
found numbers of gross and ignorant white men who 
despised even the best of the Chinese solely because 
their skins were yellow. In general, the British were 
more to blame in this than the Americans, but there 
were exceptions. I was once in the company of a 
Chinese scholar of vast learning, not only of the 
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traditional Chinese kind, but also oT the kind taught 
in Western universities, a man with, a breadth of 
culture which I scarcely hoped to equal. He and 1 
went together into a garage to hire a motor car.* 
The garage proprietor was a bad type of American, 
who treated my Chinese friend like dirt, contemp- 
tuously accused him of being Japanese, and made 
my blood boil by his ignorant malevolence. The 
similar attitude of the English in India, exacerbated 
by their political power, w^ one of the main causes 
of the friction that arose in that country between the 
British and the educated Indians. The superiority 
of one race to another is hardly ever believ'ed in for 
any good reason. Where the belief persists it is kept 
alive by military supremacy. So long as the Japanese 
were victorious, they entertained a contempt for the* 
white man, which was the counterpart of the con- 
tempt that the white man had felt for them while 
they were weak. Sometimes, however, the feeling of 
superiority has nothing to do with military prowess. 
The Greeks despised the barbarians, even at times 
when the barbarians surpassed them in warlike 
strength. The more enlightened among the Greeks 
held that slavery was justifiable so long as the 
masters were Greek i.nd the slaves barbarian, but 
that otherwise it was contrary to nature. The Jews 
had, in antiquity, a quite peculiar belief in their own 
racial superiority; ever since Christianity becamd 
the religion of the State Gentiles have had an equally 
irrational belief in their superiority to Jews. Beliefs of 
this kind do infinite harm, and it should be, but is 
not, one of the aims of education to eradicate them. 
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I Spoke a moment ago about the attitude oT superi- 
ority that Englishmen have permitted themselves in 
their dealings with the inhabitants of India, which 
'was naturidly resented in that country, but the caste 
system arose as a result of successive invasions by 
“superior” races from the North, and is every bit as 
objectionable as white arrogance. 

The belief in the superiority of the male sex, which 
has now ofHcially died out in Western nations, is a 
curious example of the sin of pride. There was, I 
think, never any reason to believe in any innate 
superiority of the male, except his superior muscle. 
1 remember once going to a place where they kept a 
number of pedigree bulls, and what made a bull 
illustrious was the milk-giving qualities of his female 
I, ancestors. But if bulls had drawn up the pedigrees 
they would have been very dilfcrcnt. Nothing would 
have been said about the female ancestors, except 
that they were docile and virtuous, *whcrcas the 
male ancestors would have been celebrated for their 
supremacy in battle. In the cose of cattle we can 
take a disinterested view of the relative merits of 
the sexes, but in the case of our own species we find 
this more difllcult. Male superiority in former days 
was easily demonstrated, because if a woman ques- 
tioned her husband's he could beat her. From 
superiority in this respect others were thought to 
follow. Men were more reasonable than women, 
more inventive, less swayed by their emotions, and 
so on. Anatomists, until the women had the vote, 
developed a number of ingenious arguments from 
the study of the brain to show that men’s intellectual 
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capacities must be greater than women’s. Each of 
these arguments in turn was proved to be fallacious, 
but it always gave place to another from which the 
same conclusion would follow. It used to be held 
that the male foetus acquires a soul after six weeks, 
but the female only after three months. This opinion 
also has been abandoned .since women have had the 
vote. Thomas Aquinas states parenthetically, as 
something entirely obvious, that men are more 
national than wonicn. For my part, I sec no evidence 
of tills. Some few individuals have some .slight 
glimmerings of rationality in some directions, but so 
far as my observations go, such glimmerings are no 
commoner among men than among women. 

Male domination has had some vcr>' unfortunate 
effects. It made the most intimate ofhuman relations.^ 
that of marriage, one of master and slave, instead of 
one between e/pal partners. It made it unnecessary 
for a man to please a woman in order to acquire her 
as his wife, and thus confined the arts of courtship to 
irregular relations. By the seclusion which it forced 
upon respectable women it made them dull and 
uninteresting; the only women who could be inter- 
esting and adventurous were social outcasts. Chving 
to the dullness of '-•'spcctablc women, the most 
civilized men in the most civilized countries often 
became honio.sexual. Owing to the fact that there 
was no equality in marriage men became confirmed 
in domineering habits. All this has now more or less 
ended in civilized countries, but it will be a long 
time before either men or women Icam to adapt 
their behaviour completely to tlie new state of 
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affairs. Emancipation always has at first certain bad 
effects; it leayes former superiors sore and former 
inferiors selAassertive. But it is to be hoped that time 
Vvill bring adjwtment in this matter as in others. 

Another kind of superiority which is rapidly dis- 
appearing is that of class, which now survives only 
in Soviet Russia. In that country the son of a pro- 
letarian has advantages over the son of a bouigeois, 
but elsewhere such hereditary privileges are regarded 
as unjust. The disappearance of class distinctions is, 
however, far from complete. In America everybody 
is of opinion that he has no social superiors, since all 
men are equal, but he docs not admit that he has 
no social inferiors, for, firom the time of Jefferson 
onward, the doctrine that all men are equal applies 
>only upwards, not downwards. There is on this 
subject a profound and widespread hypocrisy 
whenever people talk in general terms. What they 
really think and feel can be discovered by reading 
second-rate novels, where one finds that it is a 
dreadful thing to be bom on the wrong side of the 
tracks, and that there is as much fuss about a 
misallumce as there used to be in a small German 
Court. So long as great inequalities of wealth 
survive it is not easy to see how this can be other- 
wise. In England, where snobbery is deeply in- 
grained, the equalization of incomes which has been 
brought about by the war has had a profound effect, 
and among the young the snobbery of their elders 
has begun to seem somewhat ridiculous. There is 
still a very large amount of regrettable snobbery in 
England, but it is connected more with education 

9Ck4 



IDEAS THAT HAVE HARMED MANKIND 

and maimer of speech than with income or with 
social status in the old sense. 

Pride of creed is another variety of the same kind 
of feeling. When I had recently returned from Chiiut 
I lectured on that country to a number of women’s 
clubs in America. There was always one elderly 
woman who appeared to be sleeping throughout the 
lecture, but at the end would ask me, somewhat 
portentously, why I had omitted to mention that the 
Chinese, being heathen, Qould of course have no 
virtues. I imagine that the Mormons of Salt Lake 
City must have had a similar attitude when non- 
Mormons were first admitted among them. Through- 
out the Middle Ages, Cliristians and Mohammedans 
were entirely persuaded of each other’s wickedness 
and were incapable of doubting their own 
superiority. 

All these arc pleasant ways of feeling “grand.” In 
order to be happy we require all kinds of supports to 
our self-esteem. We are human beings, therefore 
human beings arc the purpose of creation. W'e are 
Americans, therefore America is God’s own country. 
We are white, and therefore God cursed Ham and 
his descendants who were black. We are Protestant 
or Catholic, as the cu^e may be, therefore Catholics 
or Protestants, as the case may be, are an abomina- 
tion. We are male, and therefore women are un- 
reasonable; or female, am' therefore men afe 
brutes. We are Easterners, and therefore the West is 
wild and woolly; or Westerners, and therefore the 
East is effete. We work with our brains, and therefore 
it is the educated classes that are important ; or we 
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work with our hands, and therefore manual labour 
alone gives dignity. Finally, and above all, we each 
have one merit which is entirely unique, we are 
(Durse)f. With these comforting reflections we go out 
to do battle with the world; without them our 
courage might fail. Without them, as things are, we 
should feel inferior because we have not learnt the 
sentiment of equality. If we could feel genuinely 
that we are the equals of our neighbours, neither 
their betters nor their inferiors, perhaps life would 
become less of a battle, and we should need less in 
the way of intoxicating myth to give us Dutch 
courage. 

One of the most interesting and harmful delusions 
to which men and nations can be subjected, is that 
of imagining themselves special instruments of the 
Divine W'ill. We know that when the Israelites 
invaded the Promised Land it was the^ who were 
fulfilling the Divine Purpose, and not the Hitlites, 
the Girgashites, the Amorites, the Canaanites, the 
Perizzites, the Hivites, or the Jebbusites. Perhaps if 
tliese others had written long history books the 
matter might have looked a little different. In fact, 
the Hittites did leave some inscriptions, from which 
you would never guess what abandoned wretches 
they were. It was discovered, “after the fact,” that 
Rome was destined by the gods for the conquest of 
the world. I'hen came Islam with its fanatical belief 
that every soldier dying in battle for the True Faith 
went straight to a Paradise more attractive than 
that of the Christians, as houris are more attractive 
than haips. Cromwell was persuaded that he was 
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the Divinely appointed instrument of justice for 
suppressing Catholics and malign^nts. Andrew 
Jackson wju the agent of Manifest Destiny in fiveing 
North America from the incubus of Sabbath-* 
breaking Spaniards. In our day, the sword of the 
Lord has been put into the hands of the Marxists. 
Hcgcl thought that the Dialectic with fatalistic logic 
had given supremacy to Germany. “No,” said 
Marx, “not to Germany, but to the Proletariat.” 
This doctrine has kinship mth the earlier doctrines 
of the Chosen People and Manifest Destiny. In its 
character of fatalism it has viewed the struggle of 
opponents as one against destiny, and argued that 
therefore the wL>e man would put himself on the 
winning side as quickly as possible. That is why this 
argument is such a useful one politically. The only.i 
objection to it is that it assumes a knowledge of the 
Divine purposes to which no rational man can lay 
claim, and that in the execution of them it justifies a 
ruthless cruelty which would be condemned if our 
programme had a merely mundane origin. It is good 
to know tliat God is on our side, but a little confusing 
when you find the enemy equally convinced of the 
opposite. To quote the immortal lines of the poet 
during the first World War: 

Gott strafe England, and God save the King. 

God tills, and God that, and God the other thing. 

“Good God,” said God, “I’ve got my w-irk cut out. 

Belief in a Divine mission is one of the many forms 
of certainty that have afflicted the human race. I 
think perhaps one of the wisest things ever said was 
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when Cromwell said to the Scotch before the battle 
of Dunbar: “I beseech you in the bowels of Christ, 
think it possible that you may be mistaken.” But the 
'Scotch did not, and so he had to defeat them in 
battle. It is a pity that Cromwell never addressed 
the same remark to himself. Most of the greatest 
evils that man has inflicted upon man have come 
through people feeling quite certain about some- 
thing which, in fact, was hilse. To know the truth is 
more difficult than most men suppose, and to act 
with ruthless .determination in the belief that truth 
is the monopoly of their party is to invite disaster. 
Long calculations that certain evil in the present is 
worth inflicting for the sake of some doubtful benefit 
in the future arc always to be viewed with suspicion, 
,/or, as Shakespeare says: “What’s to come .is.stilL 
tmsu re.” Even the shrewdest men are apt to be 
wiI31y" astray if they prophesy so much as ten years 
ahead. Some people will consider this doctrine 
immoral, but after all it is the Gospel which says 
“take no thought foi the morrow.” 

In public, as in private life, tlie important thing 
is tolerance and kindliness, without the presumption 
of a superhuman ability to read the future. 

Instead of calling this essay “Ideas that have 
harmed mankind,” 1 might perhaps have called it 
simply “Ideas have harmed mankind,” for, seeing 
•ffiat (be future cannot be foretold and that there is 
an almost endless variety of possible beliefs about it, 
the chance that any belief which a man may hold 
may be true is very slender. Whatever you think is 
going to happen ten years hence, unless it is some- 
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thing like the sun rising to-morrow that has nothing 
to do with human relations, you are^almost sure to 
be wrong. I find this thought consoling when I 
remember some gloomy prophesies of which 1 
myself have rashly been guilty. 

But you will say: how is statesmanship possible 
except on the assumption that the future cail^be to 
some extent foretold? I admit that some degree of 
prevision is necessary, and I am not suggesting that 
we are completely ignorant. It is a fair prophecy 
that if you tell a man he is a knave and a fool he 
will not love you, and it is a fair prophecy that if you 
say the same thing to seventy million people they 
will not love you. It is safe to assume that cut-throat 
competition will not produce a feeling of good 
fellowship between the competitors. It is highly^ 
probable that if two States equipped with modern 
armament face each other across a frontier, and if 
their leading statesmen devote themselves to mutual 
insults, the population of each side will in time 
become nervous, and one side will attack for fear of 
the other doing .so. It is safe to assume that a great 
modem war will not raise the level of prosperity 
even among the victors. Such generalizations are not 
difficult to know. Wi.at is diflicult is to foresee in 
detail the long-run consequences of a concrete 
policy. Bismarck with extremr astuteness won three 
wars and unified Germany. The long-run result df 
his policy has been that Germany has sulfered two 
colossal defeats. These resulted because he taught 
Germans to be indifferent to the interests of all 
countries except Germany, and generated an aggres- 
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sive spirit which in the end united the world against 
his successors. , Selfishness beyond a point, whether 
individual or national, is not wise. It may with luck 
Succeed, but if it fails failure is terrible. Fw mei^ 
will run this risk unless they are support^ .b v a 
thJS)iiy7 'lor 'it Ts only 'theory that . 
completely incautious. 

' Tassing 'from die moral to the purely intellectual 
point of view, we have to ask ourselves what social 
science can do in the way of establishing such causal 
laws as should be a help to statesmen in making 
political decisions. Some things of rcAl importance 
have begun to be known, for example how to avoid 
slumps and large-scale unemployment such as 
afilicted the world after the last war. It is also now 
^generally known by those who have taken the 
trouble to look into the matter that only an inter- 
national government can prevent war, and that 
civilization is hardly likely to survive nfbre than one 
more great war, if that. But although these things 
arc known, the knowledge is nut eflcctive ; it has not 
penetrated to the great masses of men, and it is not 
strong enough to control sinister interests. There is, 
in fact, a great deal more social science than politi- 
cians are willing or able to apply. Some people 
attribute this failure to democracy, but it seems to 
me to be more marked in autocracy than anywhere 
else. Belief in democracy, however, like any other 
belief, may be carried to the point where it becomes 
fanatical, and therefore harmful. A democrat need 
not believe that the majority will always decide 
wisely; what he must believe is that the decision of 
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the majority, whether wise or unwise, must be 
accepted until such time as the m^ority decides 
otlierwise. And this he believes not from any mystic 
conception of the wisdom of the plain man, but as* 
the best practical device for putting the reign of law 
in place of the reign of arbitrary force. Nor does the 
democrat necessarily believe that democracy is the 
best system always and everywhere. There arc many 
nations which lack thu ot 11*1 mxiL cuiil |xuljui.<il 
experience that are required for the success of 
parluimcntary institutions, where the democrat, 
while he would wish them to acquire the necessary 
political education, will recognize that it is useless to 
thrust upon them prematurely a system which is 
almost certain to break down. In politics, as else* 
W'here, it docs not do to deal in absolutes; what isj 
good in one time and place may be bad in another, 
and what satisfies the political instincts of one nation 
may to another seem wholly futile. The general aim 
of the democrat is to substitute government by 
general assent for government by force, but tliis 
requires a population that has undergone a certain 
kind of training. Given a nation divided into two 
nearly equal portions which hate each other and 
long to fly at each otlici's ihroats, the portion which 
is just less than half will not submit tamely to the 
domination of the other portior , nor will the portion 
which is just more than lialf sh./W, in the moment of 
victory, the kind of moderation which might heal 
the breach. 

The world at the present day stands in need of 
two kinds of things. On the one hand, organization 

311 



UNPOPULAR ESSAYS 


— apolitical organization for the elimination of wars, 
economic organization to enable men to work 
productively, especially in the countries that have 
‘been devastated by war, educational organization 
to generate a sane internationalism. On the other 
hand it needs certain moral qualities — the qualities 
which have been advocated by moralists for many 
ages, but hitherto with little success. The qualities 
most needed are charity and tolerance, not some 
form of fanatical faith such as is olTcrcd to us by the 
various rampant isms. I think these two aims, the 
organizational and the ethical, arc closely inter- 
woven; given either the other would soon follow. 
But, in effect, if the world is to move in the right 
direction it will have to move simultaneously in 
* both respects. There will have to be a gradual 
lessening of the evil passions which are the natural 
aftermath of war, and a gradual increase of the 
organizations by means of which mankind ran 
bring each other mutual help. There will have to be 
a realization at once intellectual and moral tliat we 
are all one family, and that the happiness of no one 
branch of this family can be built securely upon the 
ruin of another. At the present time, moral defects 
stand in the way of dear thinking, and muddled 
thinking encourages moral defects. Perhaps, though 
I scarcely dare to hope it, the hydnfgcn bomb will 
terrify mankind into sanity and tolerance. If this 
should happen we shall have reason to bless its 
inventors. 
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I HAVE known in the course of my life many eminent 
men and women, from Victorian times to the 
present day. The quality of being unforgettable, or 
personally impressive, has not, in my experience, 
been greatest in those who’ have made the greatest 
mark in history, except in a few cases. My only 
encounter with Queen Victoria was at the age of 
two, and unfortanately I do not remember it, but 
my elders noted with surprise that my behaviour 
was quite respectful. On the other hand, it was at,., 
the same age that I first met Robert Browning, 
whom many considered the best poet of his age; I 
interrupted his discourse by saying in a piercing 
voice “1 wish that man would stop talking.” 1 met 
him frequently in the last years of his life, and found 
nothing in him to command reverence. He was a 
pleasant, kindly old gentleman, very much at home 
at tea-parties of middle-aged ladies, dapper, suave, 
and thoroughly doi. estimated, but without the 
divine fire that one e.xpccts of a pocL 
On the other hand, Tennyson, whom I also saw 
frequently, was always acting the poet, and incurred 
my adolescent scoin on that account. He used to 
stalk about tlie country-side in a flowing Italian 
cloak, very emphatically not seeing the people he 
happened to meet, and displaying the behaviour 
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appropriate to poetic abstraction. Of the other poets 
I have met, } think the most unforgettable was 
Ernst Toller, chiefly through his capacity for intense 
'impersonal suffering. Rupert Brooke, whom I knew 
fairly well, was beautiful and vital, but the impres- 
sion was marred by a touch of Byronic insincerity 
and by a certain flamboyance. 

Among eminent philosophers, excluding men still 
alive, the most personally impressive, to me, was 
William James. This was in spite of a complete 
naturalness and absence of all apparent conscious- 
ness of being a great man. No degree of democratic 
feeling and of desire to identify himself with the 
common herd could make him anything but a 
natural aristocrat, a man whose personal distinction 
jkcommanded respect. Some philosophers — not neces- 
sarily the ablest — are impressive through their 
quality of intellectual honesty. Of these a very good 
example was Henry Sidgwick, who was my teacher 
in ethics. In his youth fellowships at Cambridge were 
only open to those who would sign the Thirty-Nine 
Articles of the Church of England. Years ^er he 
had signed them, he developed doubts, and, though 
not expected to affirm that his beliefs remained 
unchanged, decided that it was his duty to resign. 
This action hastened the change in the law which 
put an end to the old theological restrictions. As a 
teacher, he showed the same honesty, and con- 
sidered objections by pupils as courteously and care- 
fully as if they had been made by colleagues. This 
made his teaching more fhiitful than that of many 
abler men. 
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Men of science, at their best, have a special kind 
of impressiveness, resulting from the pombinalion of 
great intellect with childlike simplicity. When I say 
“simplicity,” 1 do not mean anything involving lack 
of cleverness ; I mean the habit of thinking imper- 
sonally, without regard for the worldly advantage or 
disadvantage of an opinion or an action. Among the 
men of scienre I have known, Einstein is a supreme 
example of tliis quality. 

Coming to politicians, 1 have known seven Prime 
Ministers, from my grandfatlier (who was Prime 
Minister in 1846) to Mr. Attlee. Far tlie most 
unforgettable of those was Gladstone, whom those 
who knew him always alluded to as “Mr.” Glad- 
stone. The only other man known to me in public 
life that I could regard :is his equal in personal, 
impressiveness was I.«nin. Mr. Gladstone was em- 
bodied Victorianisra ; Lenin was embodied Marxian 
formulas- — ^neither quite human, but each with the 
power ol' a natural force. 

Mr. Gladstone, in private life, dominated by the 
power of his eye, which was quick and piercing, and 
calculated to inspire terror. One felt, like a small 
boy in presence of an old-iasliioned schoolmaster, a 
constant impulse to .y “please, Sir, it wasn’t me.” 
Evci7body felt like tius. I cannot imagine a human 
being who would have ventu cd to tell him a story 
even in the faintest degree rrjae; his moral honw 
would have frozen the narrator to stone. I had a 
grandmother who was the most formidable woman 
I have ever known; other eminent men invariably 
Ciuailed before her. But once, when Mr. Gladstone 
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was coming to tea, she told us all in advance that 
she was going to set him right on his Irish policy, of 
which she strongly disapproved. He came, and I 
was present throughout, waiting breathlessly for the 
expected clash. Alas ! my grandmother was all soft- 
ness, and said not a syllable to start the lion roaring; 
no one could have guessed that she disagreed with 
him about anything. 

Far the most terrifying »cperience of my life was 
connected with Mr. Gladstone. When I was seven- 
teen, a very shy and awkward youth, he came to 
stay with my family for the week-end. I was the 
only “man” in the house, and after dinner, when 
the ladies retired, I was left t/te-d-lfte with the ogre. 
I was too petrifird to perform my duties as a host, 
^nd he did nothing to help me out. For a long time 
we sat in .silence ; at last, in his booming bass voice, 
he condescended to make his one and only remark: 
“This is very good port they’ve given ihe, but why 
have they given it me in a claret-gliiss?” Since then 
1 have faced infuriated mobs, angry judges, and 
hostile governments, but never again have I felt such 
terror as in that searing moment. 

Profound moral conviction was the basis of Mr. 
Gladstone's political influence. He had all the .skill 
of a clever politician, but was sincerely convinced 
that every one of his manoeuvres was inspired by the 
most noble purposes. Lalx>uchere, who was a cynie, 
summed him up in the saying: “Like every politi- 
cian, he always has a card up his sleeve ; but unlike 
the others, he thinks the Lord put it there.” Invari- 
ably he earnestly consulted his conscience, and 
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invariably his conscience earnestly gave him the 
convenient answer. 

The force of his personality is illustrated by the 
story — true or false — of his encounter with a drunkcir 
man at a meeting. This man, it appears, w'as of the 
opposite political party, and interrupted frequently. 
At last Mr. Gladstone fixed him with his eye, and 
spake these words : “May I request the gentleman who 
haSy not once but repeatedly^ interrupted my observations by 
his interjections, to extend to me that large measure of 
courtesy which, were I in his place dnd he in mine, / should 
most unkesitatingly extend to him.” It is said — and I can 
well believe it — ^that the man was sobered by the 
shock, and remained silent the rest of the evening. 

Oddly enough, about half of his compatriots, 
including a great majority of the well-to-do, re-, 
garded him as cither mad or wicked or both. When* 
I was a child, most of the children 1 knew were 
conservatives, and they solemnly assured me, as a 
well-known fact, that Mr. Gladstone ordered twenty 
top-hats from various hatters every morning, and 
that Mrs. Gladstone had to go round after him and 
disorder them. (This was before the days of tele- 
phones.) Protestants supposed him secretly in league 
with the Vatican ; th, rich regarded him (with few 
exceptions) as Mr. Roosevelt was regarded by the 
most reactionary of the An rrican rich. But he 
remained serene, because he n-ver doubted that the 
Lord was on his side. And to half the nation he was 
almost a god. 

Lenin, with whom I had a long conversation in 
Moscow in 1920, was, superficially, very unlike 
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Gladstone, and yet, allovdng for the difference of 
time and placf and creed, the two men had much 
in common. To begin with the differences: Lenin 
Vas cruel, which Gladstone was not ; Lenin had no 
respect for tradition, whereas Gladstone had a great 
deal; Lenin considered all means legitimate for 
securing the victory of his party, whereas for Glad- 
stone politics was a game wiA certain rules that 
must be observed. All these differences, to my mind, 
are to the advantage of Gladstone, and accordingly 
Gladstone on the whole had beneficent effects, while 
Lenin’s effects were disastrous. In spite of all these 
dissimilarities, however, the points of resemblance 
were quite as profound. Lenin supposed himself to 
be an atheist, but in this he was mistaken. He 
..thought that the world was governed by the dialectic, 
whose instrument he was ; just as much as Gladstone, 
he conceived of himself as the human agent of a 
superhuman Power. His ruthlcssnrss add unscrupu- 
lousness was only as to means, not as to ends; he 
would not have been willing to purchase personal 
power at the expense of apostisy. Both men derived 
their personal force from this unshakable conviction 
of their own rectitude. Both men, in support of their 
respective faiths, ventured into realms in which, 
from ignorance, they could only cover themselves 
with ridicule — Gladstone in Biblical criticism, Lenin 
ki philosophy. 

Of the two, I should say that Gladstone was the 
more unforgettable as a personality. I take as the 
test what one would have thought of each if one had 
met him in a train without knowing who he was. In 
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such circumstances Gladstone, I am convinced, 
would liavc struck me as one of the njost remarkable 
men I had ever met, and would have soon reduced 
me to a speechless semblance of agreement. Leniir, 
on the contrary, might, 1 tliink, have seemed to me 
at once a narrow-minded fanatic and a cheap cynic. 
I do not say that this judgment would have been 
just; it would have been unjust, not positively, but 
by what it would have omitted. \Vlien I met Lenin, 
I had much less impression of a great man than I 
had expected; my most vivid impressions were of 
bigotry and Mongolian cruelty. When I put a 
question to him alxiut socialism in agriculture, he 
explained with glee how he had incited the poorer 
peasants against the licher ones, “and they soon 
hanged them from the nearest trce---ha! ha! hal’l 
Uis gulfaw at tlie thought of those massacred m^e 
my blood run cold. 

The qualities w'hich make a political leader were 
less obvious in Lenin than in Gladsionc. 1 doubt 
whether he could have become a leader in quieter 
times. His power depended upon tlie fact tliat, in a 
bewildered and defeated nation, he, almost alone, 
had no doubt, and held out hopes of a new sort of 
victory in spite of i. ilitary disaster. He seemed to 
demonstrate his gospel by cold reasoning, wliich 
invoked logic as his ally. In <his way the passion of 
his followers came to appear, to them as to him to 
have the sanction of science, and to be the very 
means by which the world was to be saved. Robes- 
pierre must have had something of the same quality. 

I have spoken of men who were eminent in one 
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way or another. But in actual fact 1 have been quite 
as often impressed by men and women of no eminence. 
What I have found most unforgettable is a certain 
tdnd of moral quality, a quality of self-forgetfulness, 
whether in private life, in public affairs, or in the 
pursuit of truth. I had at one time a gardener who 
could neitlier read nor wTite, but was a perfect type 
of simple goodness, such is Tolstoy loved to depict 
among peasants. A man whom, on account of his 
purity of heart, I shall never forget, was E. D. 
Morel. As a shipping clerk in Liverpool, he became 
aware of the horrors in King Leopold's exploitation 
of the Congo. In order to make his knowledge 
public, he had to sacrifice his position and means of 
livelihood. Single-handed at first, he gradually, in 
spite of opposition from all the governments of 
Europe, roused public opinion and compelled 
reform. Tlie new consideration which he had thus 
won for him.sclf he sacrificed to pacifism In the war, 
during the course of which he was sent to prison. 
He lived until shortly after the formation of the 
first Labour Government, from which Ramsay 
MacDonald excluded him in the hope of causing his 
ovim pacifist pa->t to be overlooked. Worldly success 
seldom comes to such men, but they inspire love and 
admiration, in those who know them, surpassing 
what is given to those who are less pure of heart. 
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By the death of the Third Earl Kussell (or Bertrand 
Russell, as he prcfcn'cd to call himself) at the age of 
ninety, a link with a very distant past is severt'd. His 
grandfather, Lord John Russell, the Vielorian 
Prime Minister, visited Napoleon in Elba; his 
maternal grandmother was a friend of the Young 
Pretender’s widow. In his youth he did work ol 
importance in mathematical logic, but his eccentric 
attitude during the first World War ri'vcalcd a lack 
of balanced judgment which increasingly infccjbd 
his later waitings. Perhaps this Is attributable, at 
least in part, to the fact that he did not enjoy tlie 
advantages of a public school education, but was 
taught at home by tutors until the age of i8, when 
he entered Trinity College, Cambridge, becoming 
7th Wrangler in 1893 ^ fellow in 1895. During 

the fifteen years that followed, he produced the 
books upon which uis reputation in tlic learned 
world was based: The Foundations of Gromrtiy, The 
Philosophy of LribniZt The Prim pies of Mathematics, and 
(in collaboration with Dr. A, N. Whitehead) P^in- 
cipia Mathematka. This last work, which was of great 
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importance in its day, doubtless owed much of its 
superiority to E^r. (afterwards Professor) Whitehead, 
a man who, as his subsequent writings showed, was 
possessed of that insight and spiritual depth so 
notably absent in Russell; for Russell’s argumenta- 
tion, ingenious and clever as it is, ignores those 
higher considerations that transcend mere logic. 

This lack of spiritual depth became painfully 
evident during the first World War, when Russell, 
although (to do him justice) he never minimized the 
wrong done to Belgium, perversely maintained that, 
war being an evil, the aim of statesmanship should 
have been to bring the war to an end as soon as 
possible, which would have been achieved by 
British neutrality and a German victory. It must be 
supposed that mathematical studies had caused him 
to toke a wrongly quantitative view which ignored 
the question of principle involved, Throiigliout the 
war, he continued to urge that it .'>hould^bc ended, 
on no matter what terms. Trinity College, very 
properly, deprived hini of his lectureship, and for 
sonic months of 1918 he w'as in pris<ni. 

In 1920 ht: paid a brief visit to Russia, whose 
government did not impress him favouiably, and a 
longer visit to China, where he <‘njoycd th(! ration- 
alism of the tnulitioual civilization, with its still 
surviving flavour of the eighteenth eentury. In 
subsequent years his energies were dissipated in 
writings advocating socialism, educational reform, 
and a less rigid code of morals as regards marriage. 
At times, however, he returned to less topical sub- 
jects. His historical writings, by their style and their 


S29 



OBITUARY 


wit, conceal from careless readers the superficiality 
of the antiquated rationalism which he professed tQ 
the end. * 

In the second World War he look no public part,« 
having escaped to a neutral country just before its 
outbreak. In private conversation he was wont to 
say that homicidal lunatics were well employed in 
killing each other, but that sensible men would keep 
out of their way while tlicy were doing it. Portu- 
natcly this outlook, which is reminiscent of Bcntham, 
has become rare in this age. which recognizes that 
heroism has a value independent of its utility. True, 
much of what was once the civilized world lies in 
ruins; but no right-thinking person ran admit that 
tliosc who died for the right in the groat struggle 
have died in vain. 

t 

His life, for all its waj'wardncss, had a ccrtaki* 
anachronistic consistency, reminiscent of that of tnc 
aristocratic rebels of the early nineteenth century, 
llis principles were curious, Imt, such as they were, 
they go\crncd his actions. In private life lie showed 
none of the acerbity which marred his writings, but 
was a genial conversationalist and not devoid of 
human sympathy. He bad many friends, l)ut had 
survived Jilmost all of them. N(‘vrrtlielcss, to those 
w'ho remained he appeared, in extreme old age, full 
of enjoyment, no doubt owing in large measure, to 
his invariable health, for p dilically, dming hijf 
last years, he was as Isolated as Milton after 
the Restoration. He was the last survivor of a 
dead epoch. 
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